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Executive Summary 

Background Information 

On December 9, 2009, City of Cleveland (the ―City‖) Mayor Frank G. Jackson appointed 

a Special Commission on Missing Persons and Sex Crimes Investigations (the ―Commission‖).  

Mayor Jackson tasked the Commission with the following objectives: 

 Examine the City’s existing policies and practices in handling cases that involve 

missing persons and sex crimes to determine if the City follows its own policies. 

 Research best practices from around the country and compare the same to the City’s 

practices. 

 Recommend changes to the City’s policies and practices, if warranted.  

The Commission consists of Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP (―Vorys‖) attorney, 

Teresa Metcalf Beasley, City of Cleveland Assistant Director of Public Safety, Mary Bounds, 

and President/CEO of the Cleveland Rape Crisis Center, Megan O’Bryan.   

The Commission would like to extend its appreciation to Vorys, the City of Cleveland’s 

Department of Public Safety, the Cleveland Rape Crisis Center, the City of Cleveland’s Division 

of Police, and all of the community members who provided input during the past 90 days.  It is 

with the cooperation and support of these groups, individuals, and the community that we are 

able to deliver this final report (the ―Report‖).  

Scope of the Issues 

The Commission analyzed the Cleveland Division of Police’s (―CPD‖) responses to 

reports of missing persons and sex crimes.  The Commission’s review was limited to the CPD’s 

response to reports of missing persons over the age of 18 and sex crimes where the victim was 

over the age of 18.   

As a starting point for its analysis, the Commission obtained local and national statistics 

on the frequency of missing persons reports and sex crimes.  According to the National Crime 

Information Center Missing Persons File (―NCIC‖) database, in 2008 there were 778,161 

missing persons reports made nationally.  The NCIC database was implemented in 1975 to retain 

all missing persons records indefinitely until the individual is located, or the entering agency 

cancels the record.  The CPD received 2,552 reports of missing persons in 2008, according to the 

CPD’s Crime Analysis Unit 2008 data. 

In 2008, there were 633 rapes (including both children and adults) reported and 

investigated by the CPD, resulting in charges being filed in 142 of the reported cases.  An 

additional 1,600 sexual assault referrals were received by the Cuyahoga County Department of 

Children and Family Services that year.  According to the U.S. Department of Justice’s 2005 

National Crime Victimization Study, 60% of sexual assaults are unreported.  This indicates that 

the number of rapes that occurred in the city of Cleveland in 2008 was possibly as high as 3,165.  

United Way of Greater Cleveland’s 2007 Core Services Report on Sexual Assault, indicated that 
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an estimated 11% of the population (or 149,274 people) of Cuyahoga County (the ―County‖) 

have been raped some time in their lives and are in need of healing services. 

Methodology 

The Commission used three primary methods of information gathering: (1) community 

input, (2) field experience, and (3) analysis of 16 comparison police departments in 16 cities 

across the United States (the ―Comparison Police Departments‖).   

Stakeholder Input and Field Experience 

Stakeholder input was gathered through community forums, focus groups, interviews of 

related professionals and subject experts, and mechanisms for anonymous input, including email, 

voicemail and U.S. mail.  In addition, in order to better understand the policies, procedures, and 

practices of the CPD, the Commission participated in several methods of field research, 

including ride-alongs with patrol officers and site visits to the Communication Control Section 

for the CPD, the Sex Crimes Unit of the CPD, and the Northeastern Ohio Regional Fusion 

Center (the ―Fusion Center‖) located at the Justice Center.   

Comparison Police Departments 

In addition to the community input, the Commission engaged in a careful analysis of the 

CPD’s internal policies, which are referred to by the CPD as General Police Orders (―GPO‖), 

regarding the investigation of missing persons and sex crimes.  The Commission began by 

completing a thorough legal analysis of the CPD’s GPO No. 6.2.10 on missing persons 

investigations (―Missing Persons GPO‖) and the CPD’s GPO No. 6.2.09 on sex crimes 

investigations (―Sex Crimes GPO,‖ and collectively with the Missing Persons GPO, the 

―GPOs‖).  The Commission also completed a thorough analysis of the CPD’s Sex Crimes Unit 

Procedure Manual (the ―Sex Crimes Unit Manual‖).  This legal analysis included legal research 

on requirements imposed on the CPD by state and municipal law.   

After gaining a clear understanding of how the CPD is required by state and municipal 

law and its GPOs to respond to reports of missing persons and sex crimes, the Commission 

analyzed how the Comparison Police Departments respond to reports of missing persons and sex 

crimes.  The Commission conducted extensive legal research to analyze the investigative steps 

each Comparison Police Department is required to take in response to reports of missing persons 

or sex crimes according to (1) state law, (2) municipal law, and (3) the police department’s 

internal policy.  In connection with this analysis, the Commission analyzed the International 

Association of Chiefs of Police’s (―IACP‖) model policies on missing persons and sex crimes, 

and the Ohio Attorney General’s Best Practices Protocol for Law Enforcement in Missing 

Persons Cases (―OAG Missing Persons Best Practices Protocol‖).   

Recommendations 

The Commission has determined that its objectives in setting forth recommendations are: 

(1) to encourage reporting of missing persons and sex crimes; (2) to strengthen the CPD’s 

investigative skills and techniques in missing persons and sex crimes investigations by ensuring 

that officers receive additional training; (3) to create recognized best practices in the area of 
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missing persons and sex crimes investigations; (4) to increase awareness of resources available 

to victims of sex crimes (and their families) and to families of missing persons; (5) to strengthen 

systemic collaboration between regional criminal justice organizations; (6) to hold more 

offenders accountable both pre-arrest and post-arrest; and (7) to enhance the relationships 

between the CPD, the community, and the media by forming strategic partnerships when 

possible.  

In order to accomplish these objectives, and based on the Commission’s analysis of the 

information gathered, the Commission has concluded that the CPD and certain external agencies, 

as noted, should implement the recommendations listed below.   

Recommendations for CPD 

1. Create a Missing Persons Unit charged with collecting, analyzing, and disseminating 

information related to persons reported missing.  

In order to both improve the record keeping and the detection of patterns related to 

missing persons, and the relationship between the community and the CPD related to the 

investigation of missing persons, the Commission recommends that the CPD create a stand-alone 

Missing Persons Unit.   

2. Relocate missing persons liaison officer assigned to Record File Section to the 

Fusion Center.  

The missing persons liaison should be assigned to office space located within the Fusion 

Center and perform the job duties of the missing persons liaison from within the Fusion Center in 

order to facilitate more information sharing and collaboration of resources amongst the five 

county region served by the Fusion Center. 

3. Revise and update the Missing Persons GPO to include better practices used by 

Comparison Police Departments and create a nationally recognized best practice for 

the investigation of missing persons. 

The Commission recommends that the current Missing Persons GPO be divided into two 

revised general police orders—one that specifically addresses missing persons over the age of 

18, and another that specifically addresses missing children.  The revised Missing Persons GPO 

should include the better practices identified in this Report.  

4. Create a missing persons website. 

In order to increase public participation and public awareness, it is recommended that the 

CPD create a missing persons website that enables the public to have immediate, searchable 

access to information on persons reported missing. 
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5. Revise and update the Sex Crimes GPO to include better practices used by 

Comparison Police Departments and create a nationally recognized best practice for 

the investigation of sex crimes.  

The Commission recommends that the scope of the current Sex Crimes GPO be 

significantly expanded to provide comprehensive guidance on the investigative procedure from 

the initial report through the conclusion of the case.  The revised Sex Crimes GPO should 

include the better practices identified in this Report, such as enhancing the initial response, 

employing a rapid response in certain cases, recommending the victim be examined at a hospital 

with a Sexual Assault Nurse Examiner (―SANE‖) Unit, the expedient processing of forensic 

evidence, and enhancing victim advocacy. 

6. Immediately implement a communications system in the existing Sex Crimes Unit to 

provide victims more timely access to detectives and to give detectives better options 

to contact victims. 

It is the Commission’s recommendation that detectives in the Sex Crimes Unit, 

immediately be provided with improved communications systems that enable victims and their 

families to easily contact detectives, such as City-issued cell phones or smart phones, email 

access, and additional technology.   

7. Implement web-based electronic case management system in the Sex Crimes Unit. 

In order to increase the efficiency within the Sex Crimes Unit, the entire unit should 

implement an electronic case management system.  This would allow for more timely receipt of 

reports from first responders, assignment of cases to the various detectives, evaluation of 

caseload of each detective, follow up on cases and respond to inquiries.   

8. Improve the physical environment for victims making sex crimes reports and 

statements at the district level and in the Sex Crimes Unit. 

The Commission recommends that the Sex Crimes Unit be immediately relocated to a 

victim-friendly, neutral location such as 205 St. Clair Avenue.  The Commission recommends 

that the guiding principles for the redesign of the Sex Crimes Unit are that the Sex Crimes Unit 

(1) be as comfortable as possible for the victim, (2) be equipped with updated technology, and 

(3) be set-up to maximize the efficiencies of the detectives.  At the district level, each police 

station should create a private area so that a victim reporting a sex crime can feel a sense of 

privacy and security. 

9. Provide an administrative professional to serve as office personnel in the Sex Crimes 

Unit.  

It is the recommendation of this Commission that an administrative professional be 

assigned/employed within the Sex Crimes Unit to handle the various administrative functions so 

that the detectives may utilize their time more efficiently and effectively.   
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10. Dedicate a detective from the Sex Crimes Unit to work on the newly created Violent 

Crimes Task Force under the jurisdiction of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.  

The Commission recommends the CPD assign one of their Sex Crimes Unit detectives to 

work with the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (―FBI‖) Violent Crimes Task Force.  This will 

facilitate a better understanding of local sex crimes within the task force and encourage a close 

working relationship between the CPD, the FBI, and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department. 

11. Expand the City of Cleveland Municipal Prosecutor’s Domestic Violence Unit to 

include sex crimes. 

The City of Cleveland Municipal Prosecutor’s Domestic Violence Unit (―DVU‖) should 

be expanded to include sex crimes, and would then be known as the Domestic Violence and Sex 

Crimes Unit (―DVSCU‖).  With the expansion of the DVU to the DVSCU, several new City 

prosecutors with specialized training on the investigation and prosecution of sex crimes should 

be assigned to the DVSCU, as well as one or two professionally trained advocates with 

specialized training in working with victims of sex crimes.  The DVSCU would review and assist 

with sex crimes cases as the DVU currently does with domestic violence cases. 

12. Cleveland Department of Law should provide a City Prosecutor to serve as Police 

Legal Advisor to the Sex Crimes Unit for consultation and case preparation review. 

With the expansion of the DVU to include sex crimes investigations, the City Prosecutor 

should also assign, on a full-time basis, a prosecutor from the expanded DVSCU to provide day-

to-day legal advice to the Sex Crimes Unit in the capacity of a Police Legal Advisor.   

13. Renegotiate the Collective Bargaining Agreement between the City of Cleveland and 

the Cleveland Police Patrolmen’s Association (the “CBA”) to allow the assignment 

of officers into the Sex Crimes Unit based on skill-set, performance, and experience.   

The Commission recommends that all assignments into the Sex Crimes Unit be made 

based on an assessment of an officer’s skill-set, performance, and experience.  All officers 

should be interviewed in order to determine the skills each officer possesses.  This multifactor 

analysis will allow the Chief of Police to make 100% management selections that will ensure 

that the Sex Crimes Unit is supported by the most qualified detectives.  

14. Review the Memorandum of Understanding between the Cuyahoga County 

Department of Children and Family Services regarding referrals to the Sex Crimes 

Unit. 

It is the recommendation of this Commission that the Memorandum of Understanding 

(―MOU‖) between the Cuyahoga County Department of Children and Family Services (―DCFS‖) 

and the CPD be revisited within three months from the date of this Report to determine (i) the 

necessity for all DCFS allegation referrals to be forwarded to the Sex Crimes Unit; (ii) the type 

of referrals that should be submitted to the Sex Crimes Unit, in addition to emergency cases of 

physical and sexual child abuse and neglect; and (iii) the best and most effective means to submit 

the information electronically.  Under the revised MOU, DCFS should be responsible for 

triaging the referrals received and sending only the most serious referrals to the CPD. 
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15. Implement mandatory training on best practices in report-taking and investigation 

of missing persons and sex crimes. 

The Commission recommends that all CPD personnel that have a role in the process of 

taking reports on and investigating cases involving missing persons and sex crimes be required to 

participate in additional training every three years on best practices in report-taking and 

investigation.  In order to minimize cost and maximize the number of officers that can receive 

the training, this training can be video or computer-based to increase access to the training. 

16. Create and deliver training to all CPD personnel on customer service in order to  

improve the interaction between the public and the CPD, and the public’s 

perception of the CPD.   

The CPD should immediately create and implement a training program that reinforces the 

importance of all CPD personnel being courteous and friendly to citizens during all interactions.  

The training should also emphasize the importance of responding quickly and professionally to 

all requests for assistance. 

17. Provide training on unique issues facing marginalized populations to police officers 

and dispatchers.  

The CPD should immediately identify marginalized populations within the City, identify 

obstacles or barriers these populations encounter when attempting to access criminal justice 

services, and develop solutions to overcome them.  Based on its analysis, the CPD should then 

create a training program that informs police officers and dispatchers of the obstacles and how 

they can minimize the obstacles.  Training related to marginalized populations should be 

provided to police officers and dispatchers at least once every two years.  The first training 

related to marginalized populations should be provided within 12 months, but no longer than 24 

months, from the date of this Report.  

18. Contract with an external agency to conduct an initial audit of CPD’s operations for 

quality assurance 12 months after implementing the Commission’s 

recommendations. 

The Commission recommends that the Civilian Police Review Board, on behalf of the 

CPD, contract with an external agency to conduct an initial audit of CPD’s operations for quality 

assurance.  

19. Utilize the Civilian Police Review Board as an oversight body to review the CPD’s 

handling of missing persons and sex crimes investigations on an ongoing basis. 

This Commission recommends that the Director of Public Safety direct the Civilian 

Police Review Board to oversee the CPD’s handling of missing persons and sex crimes 

investigations on an ongoing basis.  The CPD should provide quarterly reports and regular 

updates to the Civilian Police Review Board on the status of investigations, case-loads, victim 

participation, prosecution, and any other items deemed of material concern by the Civilian Police 

Review Board that impact the day-to-day operations of the Sex Crimes Unit and the 

recommended Missing Persons Unit.   
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20. Contract with an external agency to survey the community’s perception of the CPD 

and provide feedback twelve months after implementing the Commission’s 

recommendations. 

In order to ensure that the relationship between the community and the CPD is improving 

based on the steps taken by the CPD in response to this Report and otherwise, the Commission 

recommends that the Civilian Police Review Board, on behalf of the CPD, contract with an 

external agency twelve months after implementing the Commission’s recommendations to 

determine whether the community’s perception of the CPD is improving.  

21. Complete a caseload evaluation in the Sex Crimes Unit twelve months after 

implementing the Commission’s recommendations. 

At least 12 months, but not longer than 24 months, after the implementation of these 

recommendations, including oversight by the Civilian Police Review Board, the Commission 

recommends that the Civilian Police Review Board conduct an audit and evaluation of the 

caseload of the detectives within the Sex Crimes Unit as well as the Missing Persons Unit to 

determine whether or not the caseload per detective is appropriate.   

22. Continue to support criminal justice initiatives that are currently underway in 

Cleveland and the County. 

The Commission recommends continued general support for the County Justice Reform 

Initiative, the Cuyahoga County Sexual Assault Response Team (―SART‖) and the Family 

Justice Center, by providing appropriate personnel and funding if necessary and available, and 

specifically recommends participation by the CPD at the bi-monthly SART meetings along with 

adoption of ―best practices‖ created or recommended by SART. 

23. Implement a community awareness, relations and education campaign. 

The Commission recommends that CPD launch a public awareness, relations and 

education campaign using billboards, Channel 20, the internet, various media outlets, and other 

methods of communication. The campaign should encourage individuals in the community to 

report crime to the CPD with greater frequency.  In addition, the Commission recommends the 

CPD better publicize and utilize the community meetings and safety fairs currently being held in 

the districts to better engage the community. 

24. Partner with grassroots organizations to communicate with and educate the 

community. 

The Commission recommends that the CPD actively seek the involvement of volunteer 

grassroots organizations in the police community relations monthly district meetings and other 

community events.  The involvement of grassroots organizations in these meetings will improve 

the relationship between the CPD and the community and may facilitate strategic engagement of 

those grassroots organizations in investigations. 

 



EC-8 
 

25. Improve partnerships with the media to enlist their assistance in missing persons 

and sex crimes cases. 

The Commission recommends that the CPD build and improve partnerships with local 

media.  The Commission further recommends that CPD send the list of missing persons it 

publishes weekly to local media outlets, and that local media publish the list on their website and 

in print publications, as space is available. 

26. Implement recommendations from the study of the Sowell case conducted by the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Behavior Task Unit. 

The Commission recommends that the CPD implement the recommendations of the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Behavior Task Unit’s study that was undertaken in response to 

the Sowell case.  

Recommendations for External Agencies 

As the Commission gathered information on how the CPD investigates missing persons 

and sex crimes cases, the Commission realized the extent of interaction that the CPD has with 

agencies external to the CPD.  In order to improve these interactions, the Commission 

recommends that the Ohio Attorney General and the County take certain steps. 

The Ohio Attorney General should revise or develop best practices protocols for law 

enforcement related to missing persons and sex crimes investigations, increase training (and 

provide funding for training) at the Ohio Peace Officer Training Academy related to missing 

persons and sex crimes investigations, and allocate sufficient resources to the State Bureau of 

Criminal Identification and Investigation (―BCII‖) to allow for expedient processing of forensic 

evidence. 

In addition, the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department should expand its role in 

educating the community about preventing sexual assault, and should consider funding its 

increased educational efforts by implementing a registration fee that sex offenders must pay 

when they register. Additionally, the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department should provide 

notice to all residents within a one-mile radius of the sex offender’s residence (increased from 

1,000 feet), both initially and when registration is renewed. The Sheriff’s Department should 

interface more closely with the CPD to ensure that both agencies have the most up-to-date 

information about sex offenders. 

In addition to the above recommendation that the Ohio Attorney General allocate 

sufficient resources to BCII for expedient processing of forensic evidence, the Commission 

recommends that the County process forensic evidence locally.  As a temporary solution, the 

Forensic DNA Department at the Cuyahoga County Coroner’s Office should be expanded so that 

it can process forensic evidence for law enforcement agencies within the County.  The County 

should also create a permanent, stand-alone County crime lab to process all forensic evidence for 

law enforcement agencies in the County.  

Finally, the Cuyahoga County Chiefs of Police Association should review and consider 

implementing the Commission’s recommendations within each member’s jurisdiction.  This will 
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streamline the process for investigating missing persons and sex crimes cases throughout the 

County.   

Implementation 

It is recommended that an oversight committee of volunteers (the ―Oversight 

Committee‖) be appointed by Mayor Jackson to monitor the CPD’s implementation of the 

Commission’s recommendations.  The Oversight Committee should be required to report to the 

Mayor and the community on a quarterly basis on the progress of implementation of the 

Commission’s recommendations.  The members of the Oversight Committee should have the 

following areas of expertise:  (i) an advocate with special training, education and experience with 

victims of sex crimes or missing persons; (ii) technology and system integration; (iii) law 

enforcement; and (iv) community relations. 

The Oversight Committee should also work with the external agencies to facilitate 

implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.  
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I. Background Information 

A. The Objectives 

On December 9, 2009, City of Cleveland (the ―City‖) Mayor Frank G. Jackson appointed 

a Special Commission on Missing Persons and Sex Crimes Investigations (the ―Commission‖).  

Mayor Jackson tasked the Commission with the following objectives: 

 Examine the City’s existing policies and practices in handling cases that involve 

missing persons and sex crimes to determine if the City follows its own policies. 

 Research best practices from around the country and compare the same to the City’s 

practices. 

 Recommend changes to the City’s policies and practices, if warranted.  

The following report is a result of the conclusions and recommendations of the 

Commission (the ―Report‖).  The scope of the Commission’s review of policies and procedures 

was limited to the investigation of reports that a person over the age of 18 is missing, and reports 

of sex crimes where the victim is over the age of 18.  This Report does not include information 

or analysis of policies and procedures related to missing children or victims of sex crimes that 

are younger than 18.1 

B. The Commission 

The Commission consists of Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP (―Vorys‖) attorney, 

Teresa Metcalf Beasley, City of Cleveland Assistant Director of Public Safety, Mary Bounds, 

and President/CEO of the Cleveland Rape Crisis Center, Megan O’Bryan.  For more information 

on the Commission members, please see their biographies, which are attached to this Report as 

Appendix A.  The Commission used an expanded team to assist with the gathering, review, and 

analysis of information relevant to this final report (the ―Commission Team‖).  Information on 

the members of the Commission Team is attached to this Report as Appendix B.  For more 

information on the entities that assisted with this Report, see Appendix C.  

The Commission would like to extend its appreciation and gratitude to their employers, 

Vorys, the City of Cleveland’s Department of Public Safety, and the Cleveland Rape Crisis 

Center, for their unyielding dedication and support of the work of the Commission.  In addition, 

the Commission would like to thank the City of Cleveland’s Division of Police for their unbiased 

support and cooperation during the past 90 days.  The Commission would also like to thank each 

of the individuals that provided input through focus groups, community forums, interviews, 

anonymous input, and conversations with the Commission Team during the Commission’s field 

experience.  It is with the cooperation and support of these groups, individuals, and the 

community that the Commission is able to deliver this Report and these recommendations.  

 

                                                 
1 In October 2009, the bodies of eleven women were discovered on the property of convicted rapist Anthony Sowell.  The 

Commission’s objectives did not include a review of the specific facts related to Sowell.  It is alleged that Sowell sexually 

assaulted each of the victims before murdering them.  Some of the victims were reported missing.  As of the date of this 

Report, Sowell is in prison, awaiting trial.  
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C. Scope of Consideration 

1. Missing Persons—Current State of the Problem 

According to the Cleveland Police Division’s (―CPD‖) Crime Analysis Unit, between the 

years 1990-2006, 62,011 people were reported missing to the CPD, of which only 12 of the 

reported (less than one percent) were not located.  Over the past three years (2007-2009), there 

has been a 27% decrease in missing persons reports and a 45% decrease since the peak in 1996. 

The CPD received 2,552 reports of missing persons in 2008, according to the CPD’s Crime 

Analysis Unit 2008 data.  

According to the National Crime Information Center Missing Person File (―NCIC‖) 

database, 778,161 missing person reports were made nationwide in 2008.  The NCIC database 

was implemented in 1975 to retain all missing persons records until the individual is located, or 

the entering agency cancels the record.   

2. Sex Crimes—Current State of the Problem 

Rape and sexual violence have a devastating effect in our community and society.  ―Sex 

crimes‖ are not simply a police matter; the crime of sexual violence and the under-reporting of 

this crime are serious public health and cultural issues.  Sexual violence and sex crimes present a 

serious threat to the health and well-being of our community.   

According to the CPD Crimes Analysis Unit, in 2008, there were 633 rapes (including 

both children and adults) reported to and investigated by the CPD, resulting in charges being 

filed in 142 of the reported cases.  According to the U.S. Department of Justice’s 2005 National 

Crime Victimization Study, 60% of sexual assaults are unreported.  This indicates that the 

number of rapes that occurred in the city of Cleveland in 2008 was possibly as high as 3,165.  

United Way of Greater Cleveland’s 2007 Core Services Report on Sexual Assault, indicated that 

an estimated 11% of the population (or 149,274 people) of Cuyahoga County (the ―County‖) 

have been raped at some time in their lives and are in need of healing services.  

Accurate local, regional, and national statistics on rape and sexual assault are hard to 

obtain. This is due to under-reporting as well as lack of standardization for collection of data.  

For example, collecting rape statistics for the County is difficult because each of the 59 

communities (communities includes municipalities and townships) within the County collects 

and classifies its own data.  The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (―FBI‖) Uniform Crime 

Report is the most consistent clearinghouse for national statistics, and where most municipalities 

report their data.  However, there are concerns with the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report because it 

counts only female victims over the age of 12, does not include reports of incest, and counts only 

―forcible‖ rape, which does not include unlawful sexual conduct with a minor.  For purposes of 

its analysis, the Commission relied on the FBI Uniform Crime report statistics for consistency in 

comparison.  

According to the National Crime Victimization Survey prepared by the Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, approximately 90% of rape victims are women.  The National Crime Victimization 

Survey also concluded that people living in households with an income under $25,000 are about 
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three times more likely to be sexually attacked than those living in households with an income of 

more than $25,000, and that rape occurs at alarming rates across all ethnic groups.  

Where sexual trauma remains unreported and untreated, there is significant cost to the 

community. The American Academy of Experts in Traumatic Stress reports that 97% of rape 

survivors will experience Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (―PTSD‖) immediately after their 

attack, and nearly 50% will still meet the criteria for PTSD three months later.  

Additionally, survivors of sexual assault are three times more likely to suffer from 

depression, four times more likely to contemplate suicide and 26 times more likely to abuse 

drugs.
2
  Psychological trauma can be significantly reduced if the survivor has access to the 

appropriate crisis intervention and mental health services, while untreated trauma issues can 

create lifelong barriers to productivity and self-sufficiency. 

Sex offender management is an issue related to sex crimes.  Communities struggle with 

how to ensure that citizens are safe once someone convicted of a sex crime leaves prison.  The 

management of sex offenders is accomplished through sex offender registries, where the 

residence, place of work, and any schools attended by a sex offender are tracked.  According to 

the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department, at the time of this Report, there are over 2,400 

registered sex offenders living in the City of Cleveland.   

 

In Ohio, sex offenders must register with the county sheriff’s office, and the county 

sheriff’s office is responsible for verification of residence for registered sex offenders.  

Verification is done by visiting the sex offender’s home and interviewing their neighbors.  

County sheriff’s offices are also responsible for notifying residents about a registered sex 

offender living in their community.   

 

D. Goal of Recommendations 

 The Commission has determined that its objectives in setting forth recommendations are: 

(1) to encourage reporting of missing persons and sex crimes; (2) to strengthen the CPD’s 

investigative skills and techniques in missing persons and sex crimes investigations by ensuring 

that officers receive additional training; (3) to create recognized best practices in the area of 

missing persons and sex crimes investigations; (4) to increase awareness of resources available 

to victims of sex crimes (and their families) and to families of missing persons; (5) to strengthen 

systemic collaboration between regional criminal justice organizations; (6) to hold more 

offenders accountable both pre-arrest and post-arrest; and (7) to enhance the relationships 

between the CPD, the community, and the media by forming strategic partnerships where 

possible.  

 

 

                                                 
2 Effects of Rape, http://www.rainn.org/get-information/statistics/sexual-assault-victims 
 

http://www.rainn.org/get-information/statistics/sexual-assault-victims
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II. Methodology 

A. Stakeholder Input 

In its examination of CPD law enforcement policies and practices, the Commission 

gathered input from the community served by the CPD and from other stakeholders and subject 

matter experts.  This input was gathered through community forums, focus groups, interviews, 

and mechanisms for anonymous input.   

The Commission made a commitment to all stakeholders that gave input that their 

comments would not be specifically attached to their names.  The purpose of this commitment 

was to ensure that all stakeholders felt comfortable revealing their most honest thoughts, even 

about topics that may be difficult to discuss. 

1. Community Forums 

The Commission held community forums in each of the five police districts in the City.  

These forums were held at local libraries in each district throughout the month of February.  The 

community forums were open to the public and were advertised on local television stations, 

including Channel 20, at the libraries, in print media, and by word of mouth.  Staff members 

from the City of Cleveland, CRCC, and Vorys facilitated small group discussions at these 

meetings.  A series of open-ended questions regarding community members’ interactions with 

the CPD were asked.  Commission members also attended each community forum to explain the 

purpose of the Commission and to listen to community members.  Each community forum lasted 

for 1.5 hours.  The Commission received input from approximately 75 people through the 

community forums.  The list of open-ended questions asked at the community forums and the 

flyer used to advertise the community forums are attached as Appendix D.   

2. Focus Groups 

Six focus groups were held, comprised of individuals with a commonality of profession 

or experience.  Individuals received an invitation to come to these groups from the Commission.  

These groups included professionals working in the field of substance abuse, providers of mental 

health services, grassroots advocates, youth, and women in an addiction recovery program.  

Although the Commission did not specifically look at the Sowell case, a focus group was held to 

speak with the Sowell victims’ families in order to hear their experiences with law enforcement. 

Staff members from CRCC facilitated these focus groups, where attendees were asked a 

series of open-ended questions about their experiences or their clients’ experiences with the CPD 

and resources in the community.  Commission members attended the focus groups to explain the 

purpose of the Commission and hear input from the various attendees.  Focus group meetings 

lasted for 1.5 hours.  The Commission received input from approximately 60 individuals through 

these focus groups.  The questions asked at each forum varied based on the attendees; however, a 

sample of questions asked at the focus groups and a list of the entities represented at the focus 

groups are attached as Appendix E.   
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3. Interviews 

The Commission conducted around 40 interviews with individuals from various fields 

including law enforcement, prosecution, medicine, public officials, and subject matter experts 

with advanced knowledge in a particular field.  These individuals were asked questions 

developed specifically to enhance the Commission’s understanding of their area of expertise.   

Commission members conducted the interviews, with at least two Commission Members 

being present for each interview, as well as members of the Commission Team.  Interviews 

normally lasted 1-2 hours. 

Staff members from CRCC also performed short telephone interviews with sexual assault 

survivors who had reported their assault to the police.  The questions used for the focus groups 

were also utilized for these interviews.  The questions asked during each interview varied based 

on the interviewee; however, an example of questions asked at the interviews and a list of the 

individuals interviewed is attached as Appendix F.   

4. Anonymous Public Input 

The Commission provided a voicemail, email address, and U.S. mail address for the use 

in giving anonymous public input.  The purpose of providing an opportunity for this method of 

input was to break down any barriers caused by lack of transportation or concerns about 

anonymity, especially given the sensitive nature of information related to sex crimes and missing 

persons.  Information about these input mechanisms was promoted and distributed by media, 

word of mouth, and individual contacts.  The contact information was advertised alongside the 

community forums and distributed at all community forums.  The community was encouraged to 

share perceptions of, and experiences with, the CPD, as well as ideas for improvement in the 

subject areas. 

B. Field Experience 

In order to better understand the policies, procedures, and practices of the CPD, the 

Commission participated in several methods of field research.  These methods included police 

ride-alongs and multiple site visits. 

The Commission participated in police ride-alongs in the fourth and fifth districts of the 

CPD.  Commission members rode along with individual officers while they performed their 

usual patrol in zone cars.  During these ride-alongs, the Commission was able to see first-hand 

how a missing persons search was conducted.  The Commission was also able to observe roll call 

practices, working conditions, morale, and how law enforcement responded to calls and 

interacted with the public. 

The Commission went on a tour and visit of the Communication Control Section for the 

CPD.  Here, the Commission was able to observe dispatch practices for both law enforcement 

and Emergency Medical Services as they relate to sex crimes and missing persons calls to 911.  

During this visit, the Commission interviewed individuals working at the Communication 

Control Section ranging from call takers to supervisors to the commander. 
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The Commission Team also visited the Sex Crimes Unit of the CPD in the Justice Center.  

The Commission had the opportunity to speak with several Sex Crimes Unit detectives and 

supervisors in charge of the unit, tour the Sex Crimes Unit, and review case files and technology. 

The Commission also visited the Northeastern Ohio Regional Fusion Center (the ―Fusion 

Center‖) at the Justice Center and interviewed staff members at each site.  The mission of the 

Fusion Center is ―to facilitate and enhance the level of inter-agency communications, 

intelligence analysis, and information sharing among federal, state, and local stakeholders and 

the public and private sectors.‖  The Fusion Center is not a law enforcement agency; however it 

presents significant opportunity for analysis of information across physical borders and various 

levels of government.  The Fusion Center primarily serves a five county area consisting of 

Ashtabula, Cuyahoga, Lake, Lorain, and Geauga Counties, but works with all counties in the 

State of Ohio as necessary.  

C. SWOT Analysis 

The Commission conducted a SWOT analysis of the CPD.  SWOT analysis is a strategic 

planning method used to evaluate the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to an 

organization’s ability to achieve its objectives. Strengths are the attributes of the organization 

that are helpful in achieving objectives. Weaknesses are attributes that are harmful to achieving 

objectives. Opportunities are external conditions that are helpful to achieving objectives. And, 

threats are external conditions which could do damage to the objectives.  

SWOT analysis is useful in many organizations for pre-crisis planning and preventive 

crisis management. It is also used as process for creating recommendations for achieving 

organizational objectives.   

D. Comparison Police Departments 

In addition to the stakeholder input, the Commission engaged in a careful analysis of the 

CPD’s internal policies, which are referred to by the CPD as General Police Orders (―GPO‖), 

regarding the investigation of missing persons and sex crimes.  The Commission began by 

completing a thorough legal analysis of the CPD’s GPO No. 6.2.10 on missing persons 

investigations (―Missing Persons GPO‖) and the CPD’s GPO No. 6.2.09 on sex crimes 

investigations (―Sex Crimes GPO,‖ and collectively with the Missing Persons GPO, the 

―GPOs‖).  The Commission also reviewed the CPD’s Sex Crimes Unit Manual.  This legal 

analysis included legal research on requirements imposed on the CPD by state and municipal 

law.  The CPD Missing Persons GPO, along with an executive summary of the Missing Persons 

GPO and a detailed memorandum regarding the Missing Persons GPO, is attached to this Report 

as Appendix G.  The CPD Sex Crimes GPO, along with an executive summary of the Sex 

Crimes GPO and a detailed memorandum regarding the Sex Crimes GPO, is attached to this 

Report as Appendix H.   

After gaining a clear understanding of how the CPD is required by its GPOs to respond to 

reports of missing persons and sex crimes, the Commission analyzed how police departments 

across the country investigate missing persons and sex crimes reports.  The Commission 

analyzed sixteen comparison police departments in cities across the United States (the 
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―Comparison Police Departments‖).  The Commission conducted extensive legal research to 

analyze the investigative steps each Comparison Police Department is required to take in 

response to reports of missing persons or sex crimes according to: (1) state law; (2) municipal 

law; and (3) the police department’s internal policy.   

The results of the legal research are fully set forth in the attached Appendices.  Appendix 

I includes a detailed and summary memorandum of each of the Comparison Police Department’s 

responses to missing persons reports.  Appendix J includes a detailed and summary 

memorandum of each of the Comparison Police Department’s responses to sex crimes.   

The 16 Comparison Police Departments that were analyzed are: (1) Atlanta Police 

Department (Atlanta, Georgia); (2) Austin Police Department (Austin, Texas); (3) Baltimore 

Police Department (Baltimore, Maryland); (4) City of Bedford Heights Division of Police 

(Bedford Heights, Ohio); (5) Burlington Police Department (Burlington, Vermont); (6) 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department (Charlotte, North Carolina); (7) Chicago Police 

Department (Chicago, Illinois); (8) Cincinnati Police Department (Cincinnati, Ohio); (9) 

Columbus Division of Police (Columbus, Ohio); (10) Kansas City Police Department (Kansas 

City, Missouri); (11) City of Parma Police Department (Parma, Ohio); (12) Philadelphia Police 

Department (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania); (13) Pittsburgh Bureau of Police (Pittsburgh, 

Pennsylvania); (14) Toledo Police Department (Toledo, Ohio); (15) Virginia Beach Police 

Department (Virginia Beach, Virginia); and (16) Warrensville Heights Police Department 

(Warrensville Heights, Ohio).   

The Comparison Police Departments were selected by the Commission for a range of 

reasons, including but not limited to, number of officers relative to the city’s population, 

demographics of the city, recommendations from individuals and organizations familiar with 

many police departments in the United States, and their location relative to Cleveland.3   

The Commission would like to thank each of the Comparison Police Departments for 

their cooperation and responsiveness to the Commission Team’s requests for information. 

In addition to the Comparison Police Departments, the Commission analyzed the 

International Association of Chiefs of Police (―IACP‖) model policies for the investigative 

response to a report of a missing person or a sex crime, and the Ohio Attorney General’s Best 

Practices Protocol for Law Enforcement in Missing Persons Cases (―OAG Missing Persons Best 

Practices Protocol‖).  The IACP model policies for the investigation of missing persons and sex 

crimes are attached to this Report as Appendix K.  The OAG Missing Persons Best Practices 

Protocol is attached to this Report as Appendix L. 

After analyzing each Comparison Police Department, the Commission compared their 

responses to reports of missing persons and sex crimes to the response of the CPD.  The 

Commission analyzed the differences between the Comparison Police Departments in terms of 

the state and local requirements imposed by law and in terms of the internal department policies 

to determine if any recommendations for changes to state or local law, or the CPD’s GPOs, were 

                                                 
3 The Bedford Heights Division of Police, the Toledo Police Department, and the Chicago Police Department did not provide the Commission 

with information on their sex crimes policies and it is the Commission’s understanding that these police departments may not have a sex 
crimes investigation policy in place.   Warrensville Heights did not have a sex crimes policy. 
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warranted.  Comparison charts summarizing this analysis are attached to this Report as Appendix 

M.  

III. Analysis of Stakeholder Input 

A. Introduction 

As the Commission gathered stakeholder input, common themes emerged.  The themes 

that emerged from community forums and focus groups were very similar; therefore these two 

areas are analyzed together below. 

Themes also emerged from the interviews with subject matter experts based on their 

areas of expertise.  Opinions expressed in this format varied more widely than that of focus 

groups and community forums, and many interviewees provided very specific recommendations 

for the improvement of systems associated with law enforcement. 

B. Community Forums and Focus Groups 

The community forums and focus groups produced similar themes about perceptions of, 

and experiences with, the CPD.  The Commission recognizes that public perception of law 

enforcement that emerges from public meetings is often skewed because those who have had a 

negative experience are more likely to attend.  

Some individuals attending community forums and focus groups reported positive 

experiences with the police.  They reported instances where the CPD was responsive, 

compassionate, and respectful.  Police believed them when they reported a crime and worked 

with them to investigate the crime in an efficient and effective manner.  Officers showed concern 

for individual situations and for the safety of the community overall. 

However, many people reported that interaction with the CPD and the resulting 

willingness to carry out an investigation ―depends on the officer you get.‖  Related to this idea, a 

major concern of the public and the special populations that provided input through the focus 

groups was the culture of the police.  The Commission repeatedly heard that people are afraid of 

the police and had negative interactions with the CPD in the past.  They had found police 

unresponsive to their concerns or to have responded more slowly than they would have liked.  

Community members felt that the police did not treat them with respect or kindness in their 

interactions around reporting crimes, and that they were instead regarded with suspicion.  People 

felt that the police had a generally poor attitude toward them. 

Community members reported that they did not know the police officers in their 

neighborhoods in the same way they had in the past.  They noted that ―the police stay in their 

cars and do not interact with us‖ and that ―kids used to run toward the police, and now they run 

from them.‖  Community members were concerned that some of the issues with negative police 

interaction come from the community’s overall disdain for law enforcement.  Police are thought 

of as a last resort and not a resource that people would seek out if they needed help.  The public 

was concerned that police officers may live or move outside of the city and do not relate with 

―urban issues.‖ 
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There were a number of other barriers that people in the community felt they encountered 

in working with the CPD.  One was the attitude of the police.  The community also indicated that 

barriers to reporting crimes include an individual’s history of drug use, a history of prostitution, 

and mental illness on the part of the reporting person. 

There were many concerns about making a police report.  Community members reported 

that they were afraid that police would question the reporting person, even going so far as to run 

a criminal history check on that person.  The public identified that a barrier in reporting a sexual 

assault or missing person is that the reporting person has a criminal history or a warrant currently 

out for his or her arrest.   

One theme that emerged from people who had reported crimes is that it is unclear what 

happens after a crime is reported.  Individuals that had reported persons missing often stated that 

they did not know what police were doing to look for their loved one, how to follow up with the 

police, or where to turn for support.   People noted that some sort of literature that would tell 

them ―next steps‖ after a police report was made would be very helpful.  This lack of 

understanding about the process of police investigations creates the appearance in the public eye 

that police are not being responsive to reports. 

Individuals who had reported missing persons or sex crimes reported that they received 

little follow-up from the police.  They felt that they had to repeatedly and assertively contact law 

enforcement to get information about the progress of their case.  People felt that the police did 

not care about their case and were not supportive.  It was specifically noted that police ―do not 

care about missing adults.‖  It was repeatedly stated that people had to use their own resources 

and conduct searches through informal processes in an effort to locate missing persons. 

Community members felt that training was of vital importance to police officers.  Many 

individuals noted that they felt the police needed ―sensitivity training.‖  In the focus groups, 

those who worked with specific populations noted that the police could benefit from more 

training in working with these populations, such as persons struggling with addiction and persons 

suffering from mental illness. 

When asked what an ideal missing persons investigation would look like, people 

responded that the reporting person would be believed and thought to be credible.  The police 

would respond in a timely manner to a request to make a report.  The public thought there should 

be a specific protocol that officers are required to follow in all cases and that the police should 

not be biased or selective in which cases they investigate.  Officers should follow-up with the 

reporting person.  Families would have an understanding of what was happening in the 

investigation and the next steps.   

The public also wished that the community could become more involved in missing 

persons investigations.  Community members noted that families should be encouraged to report 

a missing person right away and share as much information as possible with law enforcement.  

Many individuals in the community mentioned their desire for a missing persons unit in the City 

or for the entire county.  Community members felt there should be more communication across 

different municipalities and collaboration among different agencies. 
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When asked what an ideal sex crimes investigation would look like, people responded 

that the police would treat victims with compassion.  The victim should always be believed by 

officers.  Many individuals thought that female officers should be available for sex crimes cases.  

Victims would have an understanding of the next steps in the investigation process. 

In regards to both types of cases, community members indicated that they would like the 

police to make families of missing persons and victims of sexual assault aware of any 

community resources that are available to help them. 

C. Anonymous Public Input 

The anonymous public input allowed individuals to give input without the barriers of 

traveling, paying to go somewhere, or concerns about privacy.  The Commission received 

several communications through anonymous public input.  Some of this input expressed 

concerns about treatment from the police that mirrors the concerns summarized above in the 

analysis of the community forums and focus groups.  It should be noted that some of the 

anonymous input was gratitude that the Commission was taking on these complex issues. 

D. Interviews 

The opinions expressed during individual interviews varied widely.  The Commission 

interviewed national experts on law enforcement and individuals from many levels of the City of 

Cleveland’s Department of Public Safety and CPD, as well as regional, state, and federal law 

enforcement agencies.  Prosecution was the area of expertise the Commission examined closely 

by conducting interviews with state and local subject matter experts.  There were several 

common themes expressed about law enforcement in general, as well as specific ideas about 

missing persons and sex crimes. 

1. General Interview Themes  

Many interviewees recognized that additional training is critical to police officers.  

Interviewees generally agreed that any officer can benefit from training, whether there is more 

training in the police academy or additional continuing education.  There was general recognition 

that the amount of training officers receive is influenced by funding, and that topics of the 

training vary widely. 

Another theme that emerged was the importance of technology and manageable data 

systems.  The City and the County currently use several different data entry systems, including 

the CPD’s Record Management System (―RMS‖) and the Cuyahoga Regional Information 

System (―CRIS‖).  The different systems utilized by law enforcement are not connected to one 

another, making information-sharing time consuming and difficult.  There are 59 communities 

(communities includes municipalities and townships) in the County and interviewees indicated 

that each has its own information system and that there is no formalized process in place to share 

information. Many interviewees felt that information could be shared more effectively across 

departments, across jurisdictions, and among different levels of systems – city, county, regional, 

state and federal.  Information sharing is the purpose behind developing the Fusion Center in 

Cleveland, which several interviewees mentioned. 



11 
 

Interviewees believed that there is a lack of trust of the law enforcement system in 

general and also among different parts of the system.  During interviews with members of the 

CPD, some interviewees indicated that they are transparent to the public and to other law 

enforcement agencies.  However, outside individuals and other law enforcement agencies 

perceived the CPD as non-transparent and not effective at sharing information. 

In many interviews there was discussion around the idea of whether centralized units or 

detective bureaus in districts better serve the law enforcement needs of the community.  

Currently, in the City, the district detective bureaus handle missing persons cases and sex crimes 

are handled by the Sex Crimes Unit, located downtown in the Justice Center.  The benefit of 

having any type of investigation take place in the districts was identified as being that the 

detectives involved would be more familiar with the neighborhood and its residents.  

Interviewees identified that a benefit of having a centralized unit that works a specific type of 

case is that information sharing can happen quickly and patterns of crime may be detected more 

quickly.  

2. Missing Persons 

One of the main issues identified on missing persons investigations was how to best 

utilize resources to find individuals who are truly missing and in danger.  Several interviewees 

noted that they would like to see the definition of ―endangered missing adult‖ widened in police 

protocol.  However, interviewees also identified the concern that too many resources could be 

put forward in looking for an adult who simply does not want to be found.  Many noted that, 

―there is no law saying that an adult cannot go missing.‖  This idea must be balanced against the 

overall safety of individuals and the community. 

Information sharing was a major issue in missing persons cases.  Interviewees noted that 

a person who is missing does not recognize city or district boundaries and that information must 

be shared among these parties in order to locate a missing person.  Also identified was a concern 

that families of missing persons could not easily determine how and where to make a missing 

persons report.  Interviewees were not sure if persons should be reported in the area where the 

person went missing or in the area of that missing person’s residence.  Several interviewees 

noted that it would be best if a person could make a missing persons report anywhere and be 

guaranteed that an investigation would begin. 

Interviewees also generally expressed concern that people would be unwilling to report a 

loved one missing because of their own personal history.  One interviewee suggested that there 

should be an anonymous method of reporting a person missing.  Interviewees also indicated that 

it would be helpful for the community to be able to post missing persons information, possibly 

on a website. 

Discussion with interviewees often focused on the question of whether there should be a 

missing persons unit.  Several interviewees liked this idea because it could potentially centralize 

and streamline missing persons information, allowing patterns and trends to be identified.  

However, other interviewees expressed concern that a missing persons unit would remove 

detectives familiar with neighborhoods and residents from the process of searching for a missing 

person and that this would cause a greater disconnect between the police and the community.   
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3. Sex Crimes 

The issue of the volume of cases the Sex Crimes Unit receives came up frequently in 

interviews.  Opinions on this topic varied from the idea that ―no one in this department is 

overworked‖ to ―the number of cases is completely overwhelming.‖  The Sex Crimes Unit 

receives reports for any type of sex crime that occurs in the City and all child abuse reports that 

the Cuyahoga County Department of Children and Families receives.  The unit currently has 10 

active detectives and three supervisors.  An active detective is a detective currently taking new 

cases.  A detective may be considered inactive for reasons such as being on medical leave.    At 

any given time a detective has approximately 30 open cases, according to interviewees. 

The workload and nature of the crime being investigated by the Sex Crimes Unit was a 

matter of concern due to the potential for burnout and mental health issues.  Detectives were not 

aware of available resources to help them handle the high-stress nature of their jobs.   

Reports of sex crimes arrive at the Sex Crimes Unit via fax from the patrol officers’ 

supervisor.  A supervisor reads these reports and assigns the case to a detective.  According to 

interviewees, there can be delays in getting a case assigned because detectives may be out in the 

field conducting other investigations or in court testifying on other cases.  This can lead to a 

delay in investigation and to victims having to follow up with the detective.   

The potential time delay in assigning cases was also a concern because when a suspect 

has already been identified and arrested, the suspect typically must come before a judge within 

48 hours of arrest.  It is the Commission’s understanding that an extension may increase this time 

period to 72 hours, but several interviewees noted that this is a very short time period in which to 

investigate such a complex crime. 

Interviewees reported that one of the primary issues in investigating a sex crime is 

inability to locate the victim.  Although detectives attempt to contact victims by phone, in 

person, and by certified letter, an estimated 30% of cases cannot go forward because the victim 

cannot be located or is deemed ―uncooperative.‖ 

Many interviewees expressed concern about the current process for assigning officers to 

the Sex Crimes Unit, which is established in the Collective Bargaining Agreement between the 

City of Cleveland and the Cleveland Police Patrolmen’s Association.  Under this agreement, half 

of the openings in this unit are ―picks,‖ where a supervisor may choose from the applicants for 

the position; the other half are ―seniority,‖ where an officer is assigned to the unit based on the 

number of years they have worked for the Division of Police.  There is a process for removing 

detectives who are not a good fit for the unit, but the process must be implemented within 90 

days of the detective’s assignment to the unit. 

Finally, several interviewees discussed the process for reviewing a sex crime case and 

bringing it forward to prosecution.  The current process that was described is that a Sex Crimes 

Unit detective takes the case to a City of Cleveland prosecutor; the case is reviewed by this 

prosecutor to determine if there is enough evidence to bring charges against a suspect.  If there is 

enough evidence to go forward, the detective is directed to take the case to the County prosecutor 

so that a suspect may be charged.  If there is not enough evidence to go forward, then a detective 
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must either try to collect more evidence or the case has come to a ―dead end.‖  There were some 

interviewees that liked the process of taking cases to the City of Cleveland prosecutor before 

they went to the County prosecutor.  Other interviewees thought that cases should be reviewed 

by County prosecutors because sex crimes cases are prosecuted by County prosecutors.  These 

interviewees thought that review by the City prosecutor was an unnecessary extra step and that 

the City prosecutors, who do not prosecute sex crime cases, may not be in the best position to 

determine whether cases should go forward. 

It was repeatedly noted during interviews that a sex crimes investigation is never closed; 

it can always be re-activated if new evidence is presented.  

IV. Analysis of Field Experience 

A. Ride-Alongs 

Ride-alongs in the fourth and fifth districts gave the Commission an idea of the 

challenges that patrol officers face in their work and also their relationship with the community.  

The patrol officers observed were polite to citizens.  The patrol officers mostly stayed in their car 

throughout the ride-along, aside from following up with citizens who had made missing persons 

reports. The Commission witnessed positive and professional communication with families of 

missing persons, and similarly, these families reported satisfaction with the performance of 

officers searching for their missing loved ones.  

The ride-alongs brought up concern regarding efficiencies and use of patrol officers’ 

time. For example, when learning a missing person had been found after following up with a 

complainant, the patrol officer had to drive back to the district to make confirmation phone calls 

and fill out paperwork that was then faxed downtown.  This process, observed on several 

occasions, took approximately 45 minutes, including drive time. The Commission wondered if 

there could be a more efficient technology within the zone car to complete this step. 

B. Dispatch 

Similarly, the site visit to the Communication Control Center was useful for 

understanding the step-by-step process that takes place when a call for service is received.  The 

Commission noted the use of adequate technology, a clean and professional environment, and 

strong question and answer practices, training practices, and mental health support practices.  

C. Sex Crimes Unit 

The detectives and supervisors in the Sex Crimes Unit seem dedicated to their jobs.  The 

detectives explained the protocol for contacting victims and seemed to be knowledgeable about 

evidence collection.  During the site visit, detectives reported a workload of about 30 open cases 

per detective.  The site visit to the Sex Crimes Unit was helpful in seeing what a survivor of 

sexual assault would see when they came to make a report.  The atmosphere of the Sex Crimes 

Unit is not victim-friendly.  It is crowded, dingy, and disorganized.  There is little privacy 

available to an adult who wants to make a report, except for an interview room that is intended 

for suspects.  There is a victim-friendly interview room for children who have survived a sexual 

assault. 
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Sex Crimes Unit detectives reported a strong partnership with the Cleveland Rape Crisis 

Center for advocacy and training.  Detectives indicated a need for audio and video equipment, 

along with an improved interview room to conduct interviews of victims.  

Commission members were impressed with the overall dedication of the detectives and 

supervisors in the Sex Crimes Unit.  The Commission observed a high level of stress associated 

with the job responsibilities of the Sex Crimes Unit.  There is a concern about the potential for 

burn-out among the detectives. The Commission is also concerned about the toll of the public 

scrutiny on the Sex Crimes Unit associated with the Anthony Sowell tragedy. 

Detectives had a desire for better technology and equipment including desk top 

computers, printers for the field, and City-issued cell phones. 

D. Fusion Center 

Upon visiting the Fusion Center, the Commission learned first-hand about inter-agency 

communications, intelligence analysis and information sharing among federal, state, and local 

stakeholders.  The use of technology at the Fusion Center was impressive.  Commission 

members observed a professional and clean environment conducive to information sharing and 

collaboration amongst staff members.  The Commission observed potential opportunities for a 

physical presence of Cleveland law enforcement, specifically in the area of missing persons.  

This could benefit the community through information-sharing and crime mapping and analysis. 

E. Justice Center/Division of Police 

When trying to enter the Justice Center and the Division of Police, Commission members 

observed a high level of difficulty in entering the buildings.  Based on the Commission’s 

observations, the Justice Center and the Division of Police are not victim friendly and are 

difficult to navigate.  Additionally, based on the Commission’s experience, the persons guarding 

the entrance to the Justice Center and Division of Police seemed to have a lack of knowledge 

about the location of certain services and people within the buildings.  The Commission 

understands that the entrance to the Justice Center is staffed by the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s 

Department and the entrance to the Division of Police is staffed by the Division of Correction, 

and not the CPD.  Nevertheless, to the public the differences in uniforms are not easily noted and 

they believe they are at all times dealing with the CPD. 

V. SWOT Analysis 

The Commission engaged in a high-level analysis of the CPD’s strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, and threats (SWOT).   

The Commission identified three areas of strength for the CPD: organization, policy and 

training.  The Commission specifically noted that a strength was the dedication of staff and 

leadership in CPD.  Additional strengths included the CPD’s annual in-service training program 

for officers, which exceeds requirements established by the State of Ohio, and the CPD’s 

Missing Persons GPO.  There were weaknesses identified in five areas: policy, training, 

organization, culture, and communication.  The Commission identified a need for increased 

training, including training on missing persons and sexual assault, interview techniques, the 
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initial response of patrol officers to a request for assistance, and report writing.  In terms of 

communication, there were weaknesses in sharing and timely flow of information.  Lack of 

current data systems and technology were also a hindrance to effective communication. 

There are significant opportunities available to the CPD in terms of communication, 

collaboration, partnership and policy.  Opportunities for collaboration and partnership include 

the Fusion Center, the FBI in Cleveland, the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department, the 

currently-forming Family Justice Center, and the Cuyahoga County Sexual Assault Response 

Team.  Many of these opportunities are already being utilized to some extent and can be 

strengthened or expanded.  Threats to the CPD were the CPD’s culture, the community’s 

perception of the CPD, and fragmented systems.  The Commission recognizes the threat created 

by the economic downturn resulting in residents leaving the City.  Additionally, the CPD may 

face unrealistic expectations from the public, and pressure to do more with less in difficult 

economic times. 

VI. Analysis of Comparison Police Departments 

A. Missing Persons Investigations 

1. Overview: The CPD Missing Persons Investigation Requirements 

This section of the Report will briefly summarize the Ohio state law requirements related 

to missing persons investigations imposed on all law enforcement agencies in Ohio, and analyze 

whether the CPD is in compliance with Ohio state law.  Next, this section will summarize the 

CPD’s Missing Persons GPO, which sets forth the requirements that the CPD must follow when 

it receives a report of a missing person.  Finally, this section breaks down the investigative 

response to a missing persons report into its general components and analyzes the practices of 

the Comparison Police Departments during each general component to determine if there are 

better practices that the CPD should incorporate into its Missing Persons GPO.  The Commission 

sets forth its recommendations related to the Missing Persons GPO in the Recommendations 

Section of this Report.   

It is important to note that the scope of the Commission’s review was limited to the 

policies and procedures related to missing adults over the age of 18.  The policies and procedures 

related to missing children are not set forth in this Report.  

2. The Ohio State Law Requirements Relevant to Missing Persons 

The CPD’s response to a report of a missing person is governed by Ohio state law and the 

CPD’s Missing Persons GPO.  Ohio state law defines a ―missing person‖ as a person that is 18 

years of age or older and (a) has a physical or mental disability, (b) is missing under 

circumstances that indicate safety may be in danger, or (c) is missing under circumstances that 

indicate the disappearance was not voluntary.   

Under Ohio state law, the CPD is required to adopt a written policy establishing 

reasonable procedures that its officers will follow upon receiving information that a person may 

be missing.  The Ohio Attorney General is required to publish and distribute the OAG Best 
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Practices Protocol, a best practices protocol for investigating missing persons to all law 

enforcement agencies in Ohio.   

Ohio state law also requires the CPD to enter all information about certain persons 

reported missing into the NCIC database.  The NCIC reporting requirements vary based on: (1) 

the age of the person reported missing; and (2) the circumstances under which the person went 

missing.   

If the person reported missing is between the ages of 18 and 21, the law enforcement 

agency must enter into the NCIC database all information contained in the missing person report 

immediately upon receipt of the report and upon receipt of additional information.  If the person 

reported missing is over the age of 21, and no foul play is suspected, the law enforcement agency 

must enter the information contained in the missing person report into the NCIC database within 

30 days of receipt of the report.  If the person reported missing is over the age of 21, and foul 

play is suspected, the law enforcement agency must enter the information contained in the 

missing person report into the NCIC database within seven days of receipt of the report.  If the 

person reported missing is over the age of 21 and foul play is not initially suspected, but is 

discovered within seven days of the initial report, the law enforcement agency must enter the 

information contained in the missing person report into the NCIC database within seven days of 

the initial report.  If the person reported missing is over the age of 21 and foul play is not initially 

suspected, but evidence indicating foul play is discovered eight or more days after receipt of the 

initial report, the law enforcement agency must enter the information contained in the missing 

person report into the NCIC database within 48 hours of discovering evidence of foul play. 

The OAG Best Practices Protocol lists the NCIC reporting requirements mandated by 

Ohio state law, briefly lists a series of questions that an officer taking a missing persons report 

should attempt to answer, including whether the case is a missing person case or another type of 

case (depending on the missing person’s age, mental and physical well-being, and family and 

social environment), and whether foul play is suspected, and suggests that the officer consider 

the steps that can be taken to locate the person and other agencies that may be of assistance.   

3. Summary of Investigative Steps from CPD Missing Persons GPO 

The CPD’s Missing Persons GPO is a written policy that complies with the Ohio state 

law requirement that all law enforcement agencies adopt written policies establishing reasonable 

procedures to follow when a person is reported missing.  However, the CPD Missing Persons 

GPO does not define ―missing person‖ or provide detailed information on when information 

about a person reported missing is required to be entered into the NCIC database, other than to 

state that the information must be entered within the ―allotted time.‖  Additionally, the CPD 

Missing Persons GPO classifies its missing persons reports using categories different from those 

used in Ohio state law without providing clarifying information about the timing of NCIC 

reporting for the different categories.   

Overall, the CPD Missing Persons GPO is in compliance with Ohio state law 

requirements.  However, in its current form, an officer would be required to refer to the relevant 

Ohio statutes to determine: (1) the definition of a missing person; and (2) the time period within 

which information must be submitted to the NCIC database.  Additionally, the officer would 
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have to determine how the CPD Missing Persons GPO categories of missing persons reports 

mesh with the Ohio state law categories for purposes of reporting to NCIC.  The CPD Missing 

Persons GPO should be clarified so that an officer can rely exclusively on it to determine the 

appropriate response to a missing person report, without referring to external sources for 

information.  

The steps that the CPD follows in order to locate persons reported missing, as set forth in 

the Missing Persons GPO, are outlined below.   

a) Initial Report 

An officer will generate a missing persons report that must include a title that provides 

details on the circumstances of the person (i.e. endangered, disability, etc.).  The officer will also 

have the next of kin complete a Release Form that permits the CPD to release photographs to the 

public and to obtain medical and dental records.  The officer sends the report to the missing 

persons liaison in the district and the CPD’s Record File Section.  The missing persons liaison in 

the Record File Section will enter the information from the report into the required databases, 

and will maintain a copy of the Release Form.     

When the initial missing persons report is taken, the investigating officer must contact: 

 The Warrant Unit 

 The Report Intake/Review Unit (to determine if missing person is in hospital) 

 The Cuyahoga County Coroner’s Office 

 If a vehicle is involved, the CPD’s Communication Control Section to determine if 

the vehicle was towed 

 The Alzheimer’s Association (if dementia or Alzheimer’s is involved). 

Additionally, if a person reported missing is last seen near a body of water, the CPD’s 

Communications Control Section will notify the Coast Guard. 

b) Reporting  

The CPD Missing Persons GPO requires the CPD to enter information about persons 

reported missing into the NCIC database, the state of Ohio’s Law Enforcement Automated Data 

System (―LEADS‖), and the CPD’s internal Record Management System (―RMS‖).  The CPD 

Missing Persons GPO states that all information must be entered into the NCIC ―within the 

allotted time,‖ but does not further define ―allotted time.‖  

The CPD Missing Persons GPO creates sub-categories of missing person reports that 

must be entered into the NCIC database that are in addition to the general categories set forth in 

the Ohio state law requirements.  Information about a missing person report must be entered into 

the NCIC if: (a) a disabled person of any age is reported missing; (b) a person of any age is 

reporting missing under circumstances that indicate the person’s physical safety may be in 

danger; (c) a person of any age is reported missing under circumstances that indicate the 

disappearance is involuntary; (d) a person of any age is missing after a catastrophe; or (e) a 
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person older than 18 is missing under circumstances that create a reasonable concern for the 

person’s safety.   

The officer will forward the original NCIC form, along with a photograph (if available) 

to the Record File Section.  The officer will also forward a duplicate of the NCIC form and 

photograph to the missing persons liaison.  

The RMS report must include the following information:   

 Name, age, address, and telephone number of each person interviewed 

 Relationship between the reporting person and the missing person 

 Name and address of the natural (or step/foster) parents of the missing person 

 For Missing Endangered/Elderly adult, the names and addresses of other family 

members in the area 

 Complete name, date of birth, birthplace, SSN, school attended, grade, physical and 

clothing description (scars, tattoos, marks) and all other relevant physical descriptive 

information 

 Information on habits, friends, and places the missing person commonly visited 

 Medical conditions/current medication, treating physician/dentist, hospital 

 Year, make, model, color and license of the missing person’s car 

 Notation of whether NCIC form was completed 

 Notation of whether an all channels broadcast was made or requested 

 Notation of any alerts issued. 

The missing persons liaison will ensure that the CPD’s internal report contains all 

requisite information, that follow-up is entered into the RMS in a timely manner, that the 

information is entered into the NCIC database in a timely manner, and that all validation 

procedures relative to the NCIC report and any LEADS reports are complied with in a timely 

manner.  

c) Additional CPD Responses 

A supervisor must respond to a missing persons report if: (a) the missing person has 

shown suicidal behavior; or (b) an NCIC report was filed.  The supervisor will assign a zone car 

to follow up if the person reported missing has a serious medical condition or the missing person 

report is categorized as an ―Endangered/Elderly Adult.‖  The zone car will continue to follow up 

on the missing Endangered/Elderly Adult until the missing Endangered/Elderly Adult is located 

or as directed by the district commander.  The term ―Endangered/Elderly Adult‖ is not further 

defined in the CPD Missing Persons GPO.  However, it appears that an Endangered/Elderly 

Adult is an adult for whom an Ohio Missing Adult Alert can be issued.  An Ohio Missing Adult 

Alert is a LEADS based alert system that notifies the public and media about missing adults.   

The criteria that must be met to issue an Ohio Missing Adult Alert are: (a) the CPD confirms that 

the person is missing; (b) the disappearance presents a credible threat of immediate danger of 

serious bodily harm or death; and (c) the CPD has sufficient information to indicate that 

activation of the alert will help locate the individual.  An Ohio Missing Adult Alert is a LEADS 

based alert system that notifies the public and media about missing adults.   
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If an Ohio Missing Adult Alert is issued, a Missing Child/Missing Endangered/Elderly 

Adult Alert Form shall be faxed to the CPD’s Communications Control Section.  The 

Communications Control Section will initiate a broadcast to all districts, and fax a Missing Adult 

Alert to each district, which will be read at subsequent roll calls.  Additionally, the commander 

of the district of occurrence and the Public Information Officer (―PIO‖) will be paged 

immediately.  The PIO and the Deputy Chief of Field Operations will determine whether the 

media should be asked to air the information. 

If a person reported missing is not located for a period of 30 days, the investigating 

detective will obtain the dental records of the person reported missing and forward them to the 

missing persons liaison. 

d) Person Reported Missing is Located 

If a person reported missing is located, the investigating officer shall make every effort to 

personally identify the individual.  If the person is located outside of the CPD’s borders, the 

officer will request that the appropriate foreign police department personally identify the 

individual.   

When the officer has verified that the person reported missing has been located, the 

officer will promptly complete an RMS supplement report.  The RMS supplement report will  

state whether the individual returned of his own volition or was located by others, and where the 

person was found.  Additionally, the officer will notify the Communications Control Section 

immediately, and the Communications Control Section supervisor will write ―cancelled‖ on all 

required forms and fax them to the PIO and all police districts. 

4. Analysis of Comparison Police Departments’ Responses During General 

Components of a Missing Persons Investigation 

The Commission reviewed the written policies of the Comparison Police Departments, 

but did not analyze whether the written policies are being followed.  The Comparison Police 

Departments’ policies are broken down into their component parts and analyzed below.   

a) Structure of Police Departments: Investigative Responsibility 

In adult missing persons cases, there are two categories of responsibility: (1) the 

investigative responsibility; and (2) the administrative responsibility.  The administrative 

responsibility will be discussed below under the heading ―Structure of Police Departments: 

Administrative Responsibility.‖  Within the investigative responsibility, there are two categories: 

(1) the initial response; and (2) the follow-up investigation.  Some of the Comparison Police 

Departments create a separate unit or position within the department to handle one or both of 

these responsibilities, while others do not separate the investigative responsibility for missing 

persons reports from any other report of a crime.  An additional option is regional collaboration 

for one or both responsibilities. 

An example of a separate investigative unit within the police department that conducts 

the initial response is the Cincinnati Police Department’s Emergency Search for Missing or 
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Endangered Team (―ESME‖).  This structure will be discussed below under the heading ―Initial 

Response.‖ 

An example of a separate investigative unit within the police department that handles the 

follow-up investigations is the Austin Police Department’s Missing Persons Unit (―Austin 

MPU‖).  The Austin MPU is responsible for investigating reports of missing persons and certain 

crimes committed against children.  A detective from the Austin MPU is available at all times; 

during normal working hours, one or more detectives are available and after normal working 

hours, an on-call detective can be contacted.  The Austin MPU detective is responsible for: (1) 

determining if a missing person report is a ―Request to Locate‖ or a ―Missing Adult‖ (if the 

patrol officer or sergeant did not previously make the determination); and (2) investigating the 

report.   

Another example of a separate investigative unit that handles follow-up investigations is 

the Pittsburgh Bureau of Police’s Missing Persons Unit (―Pittsburgh MPU‖).  The Pittsburgh 

MPU is responsible for investigating reports of missing persons when there is reason to believe 

that the person reported missing is the victim of a violent crime or kidnapping.  Additionally, if 

the missing person has not been located for a period of five days from the date the initial missing 

person report is taken, the Pittsburgh MPU takes over the investigation.  Officers from other 

units are encouraged not to contact the Pittsburgh MPU unless the person reported missing is the 

victim of a violent crime or kidnapping or a period longer than five days has passed.  

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department and the Virginia Beach Police 

Department also have separate missing persons units that have the responsibility for follow-up 

investigations of missing persons reports. 

The Cincinnati Police Department provides a strong example of regional collaboration 

for the investigative responsibility. The Hamilton County Urban Search and Rescue Task Force 

(―USAR‖) is a regional response team that is trained to conduct large area searches for missing 

or lost persons.  The Cincinnati Police Department can seek the assistance of USAR during its 

investigation for a person reported missing if: (i) the missing person is non-violent; (ii) the 

search is beyond the capabilities of a canine unit; and (iii) the area to be searched is large.  The 

Cincinnati Police Department’s on-scene supervisor maintains authority over the scene, and 

USAR remains under the tactical supervision of the USAR officer in charge.  If no area search is 

required, the follow-up investigation is conducted by the Personal Crimes Unit of the Criminal 

Investigations Section of the Cincinnati Police Department. 

The CPD does not have a separate missing persons unit.  The investigative function is 

performed by patrol officers. 

b) Structure of Police Department: Administrative Responsibility 

Missing persons cases may require extended periods of follow-up investigation and case 

management related to reporting requirements.  Many of the Comparison Police Departments 

have procedures in place to manage long-term missing persons cases.  While this section is 

referred to as the ―Administrative Responsibility,‖ a major component of the administrative 

responsibility is ensuring that all possible investigative steps are taken.  
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For example, the Philadelphia Police Department has a Long-Term Missing Persons Unit 

(―Philadelphia LTMP‖).  The Philadelphia LTMP handles missing persons cases where the 

person reported missing has not been located after a period of 30 days from the date the initial 

report was taken.  The Philadelphia LTMP can handle approximately 120 missing person cases 

at one time, and considers its function to be 70% investigative and 30% administrative.  The 

Philadelphia LTMP categorizes all missing persons reports into eight groups, which shape the 

steps of the investigation. 

The North Carolina Center for Missing Persons (―NC Center‖) performs a portion of the 

administrative responsibility for the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department.  The NC Center 

is a statutorily established agency that serves as a central repository for information regarding 

missing persons.  The NC Center assists local law enforcement agencies with entering data into 

the NCIC database, gathers and distributes information about persons reported missing, works 

towards maximum cooperation with other state, federal, and local agencies to render assistance 

to missing persons and their families, and cooperates with interstate and federal efforts to 

identify deceased individuals.  The NC Center also provides information to the Police 

Information Network, which is a statewide system that analyzes certain law enforcement 

statistics and disseminates the information to participating law enforcement agencies.   In 

addition, the NC Center maintains a 24-hour toll-free telephone service that assists families and 

law enforcement in need of immediate assistance.  The NC Center also compiles and publishes 

data on the actual number of persons reported missing each year, including the classification of 

the missing person report, if available.  Finally, the NC Center maintains a directory of resources 

related to missing persons, provides follow-up referrals for services to families of missing 

persons, and encourages research and study related to missing persons.   

A similar centralized repository for information on missing persons is created under 

Missouri state law.  In Missouri, the State Highway Patrol has a Missing Persons Unit (―Missouri 

MPU‖) that is responsible for collecting and disseminating all information about missing person.  

The Missouri MPU is also responsible for providing members of the State Highway Patrol to 

assist in the investigation of reports of missing persons.   

The CPD has a missing persons liaison assigned to the Record File Section that is 

responsible for entering all data into the NCIC and other reporting systems and for continuing to 

investigate or assure proper investigative steps are undertaken for long-term missing persons.     

c) Definition of Missing Person 

In the context of adults reported missing, the police department’s definition of ―missing 

person‖ can determine whether a report is taken, or whether the person is deemed to have 

decided to voluntarily relocate without informing the person making the report.  The Comparison 

Police Departments use definitions that range from very inclusive to very narrow. 

For example, the Charlotte-Mecklenberg Police Department uses a broadly inclusive 

definition, and defines a missing person as any individual 18 years of age or older, whose 

location has not been determined and who has been reported as missing to a law enforcement 

agency.  The IACP model policy definition of missing person is slightly more detailed, but still 

broadly inclusive: ―the person’s whereabouts are unknown and unexplainable for a period of 
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time that is regarded by knowledgeable parties as highly unusual or suspicious in consideration 

of the subject’s behavior patterns, plans, or routines.‖  The Kansas City Police Department and 

the City of Bedford Heights Division of Police have adopted the IACP’s definition. 

In contrast, many of the Comparison Police Departments’ definitions of missing person 

do not include persons unless some type of unusual circumstances indicating danger to the 

person reported missing exist.  For example, the Columbus Division of Police’s policy defines a 

missing person as any person 18 years of age or older who is absent from where he or she is 

supposed or expected to be when the person (i) has a mental or physical disability; (ii) is missing 

under circumstances that indicate his or her safety may be in danger; or (iii) is missing 

involuntarily (an involuntary absence will be assumed if the length of absence is unreasonable or 

appears to be involuntary).  The Ohio state law definition is similar; it defines a missing person 

as a person that is 18 years of age or older and (a) has a physical or mental disability or (b) is 

missing under circumstances that indicate safety may be in danger or (c) is missing under 

circumstances that indicate the disappearance was not voluntary.   

The CPD’s Missing Persons GPO does not provide a definition of ―missing person.‖ 

d) Jurisdiction 

Jurisdictional issues can frustrate the reporting process by requiring that the reporting 

person make the report in the district within the police department that has jurisdiction over the 

location where the missing person was last seen, or where the missing person resides.  For 

example, it is the Chicago Police Department’s policy to conduct a preliminary investigation of 

the missing person’s residence before the police will complete a missing persons report, which 

suggests that a reporting person can only report a person missing in the district where the missing 

person resides.  However, some Comparison Police Departments mandate that all districts take 

missing persons reports regardless of the location where the person went missing, or the 

residence of the missing person.  For example, both the Philadelphia Police Department and the 

Pittsburgh Bureau of Police’s policies state that all reports should be taken, and then forwarded 

to the district where the person went missing, or was last seen.   

The CPD’s Missing Persons GPO does not specify a jurisdictional policy; however, 

based on the Commission’s field experience and interviews, it is the Commission’s 

understanding that the CPD will only take a missing person report if the missing person was last 

seen within that district’s jurisdiction. 

e) Initial Response 

The initial response to a missing persons report begins when the reporting person 

attempts to make a missing persons report.  This section analyzes who can make a missing 

person report, which police officers are the initial responders, when a missing person report can 

be made, and how the missing person report is taken in the Comparison Police Departments.   

Who Can Make a Report:  In most of the Comparison Police Departments, any person 

can report another person missing; however, the remaining Comparison Police Departments 

impose varying degrees of limits on who can report a person missing.  North Carolina state law 

has the most restrictive limits on who can report a person missing; in North Carolina, a missing 
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persons report can only be submitted by a parent, spouse, guardian, legal custodian, or other 

person responsible for the supervision of the missing person.  Similarly, the City of Parma Police 

Department mandates that reports made by a relative, spouse, or legal guardian be taken, but 

only permits an officer to take a missing person report from a close friend, co-worker, or 

someone who has genuine concern for the missing person.  The Baltimore Police Department 

defines the scope of who can file a missing person report more broadly as any person who knows 

what is unusual or out of character for the missing person.  The Kansas City Police Department’s 

definition is the most permissive; according to Missouri state law, any person can report another 

missing by filing a missing persons complaint.   

The Chicago Police Department does not limit who can submit a missing persons report 

based on the relationship between the reporting person and the missing person, but does require 

the reporting person to sign the initial report.  If the reporting person refuses to sign the initial 

report, the officer marks the report ―refused,‖ but the investigation will continue.  

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not place any limitations on who can submit a 

missing persons report, and does not require the reporting person to sign the missing person 

report. 

Which Officer Can Take a Report:  In most of the Comparison Police Departments, the 

initial report is taken by either the patrol officer who responds to the call or, if the reporting 

person comes to the police department to make the report, by a patrol officer who is on duty at 

the police department.  The exception to the general rule that a patrol officer takes the initial 

missing person report is the ESME.  All ESME officers have specific training in first response to 

missing persons calls.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not specify who can take a missing persons report, 

and it is the Commission’s understanding that any officer can take the report.   

When a Report Is Taken:  The Baltimore Police Department (reiterating Maryland state 

law), the City of Bedford Heights Division of Police and Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police 

Department each have policies that expressly prohibit any waiting period.  Additionally, the 

IACP model policy expressly prohibits any waiting period between the time a person notices 

another is missing and the time the police department can take the missing persons report. The 

Comparison Police Departments that do not expressly prohibit a waiting period before a report 

will be taken, do not typically mandate that a period of time pass before a report is taken.  

However, the Columbus Division of Police’s definition of missing person may require a waiting 

period if the person reported missing is determined not to be physically or mentally impaired, in 

danger, or involuntarily absent for a reason other than the fact that the person is absent for an 

―unreasonable length of time.‖  Additionally, while the Pittsburgh Bureau of Police will take a 

missing persons report at any time, absent a related homicide, rape, kidnapping or other 

dangerous circumstance, the missing persons report will not be transferred to the Missing 

Persons Unit for additional investigation unless the individual has not been located for at least 

five days.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not expressly prohibit any waiting period before a 

missing person report is taken.  However, based on the Commission’s interviews and discussions 
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with police officers, it is the Commission’s understanding that the CPD’s policy is to accept all 

missing persons reports at the time they are made. 

Where A Report Is Taken:  Most of the Comparison Police Departments, and the IACP 

model policy, permit reports to be taken in person or by telephone or do not specify how a report 

can be taken.  In stark contrast, the Chicago Police Department requires all missing persons 

reports to be made in person at the district police department, unless the missing person is ―high 

risk‖ or a condition (such as a child or a disability) makes it difficult for the reporting person to 

come to the district police department.  Under those circumstances, an officer will take the 

missing person report at the scene.  Similarly, the Pittsburgh Bureau of Police requires all 

missing persons reports to be taken by personal interview, and prohibits accepting reports by 

telephone.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not specify where a missing person report can be 

taken.  However, it is the Commission’s understanding that missing persons reports are only 

taken in person by the CPD. 

f) Initial Missing Person Report 

The initial report is the foundation of a missing person investigation, and often the best 

opportunity that the police department has to obtain information about the person reported 

missing.  There are two steps to taking the initial report.  First, the officer taking the report is 

charged with gathering information to complete the report.  Second, in some Comparison Police 

Departments, the officer (or the officer’s supervisor) must categorize the missing person report.  

The categorization of a missing person report generally affects the extent of resources that are 

devoted to the investigation.   

The information gathering step of the final report generally requires the officer taking the 

report to obtain background information about the missing person, including a physical 

description, the place the person was last seen, a list of the people the person spends time with, 

and a list of the places the missing person regularly visits.  Many of the Comparison Police 

Departments capture this information on a standard form or by using a standard checklist of 

questions.  The IACP model policy provides a specific list of information that should be 

obtained, and also sets out the general requirement that the officer taking the report obtain as 

much pertinent information as possible in order to properly classify the missing person report.  

The CPD Missing Persons GPO provides a detailed list of information that must be 

obtained by the officer taking the initial report.  The information is gathered using a standard 

missing persons report form.   

g) Categorization of Missing Persons Reports 

Regardless of whether the Comparison Police Department uses an inclusive definition of 

missing person, or a more narrow definition, most of the Comparison Police Departments 

establish categories of missing persons reports that require an elevated response.   

The Austin Police Department creates two distinct categories of missing persons reports 

that require different responses.  The initial responding officer categorizes an adult reported 
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missing as either a ―Request to Locate‖ or a ―Missing Adult.‖  A person reported missing is 

categorized as a Request to Locate when there is no reason to believe that the adult left 

involuntarily or is in danger.  The Missing Adult categorization is used when the circumstances 

indicate that the person may have left involuntarily or may be in danger.  The Austin Police 

Department uses the following criteria to determine if the person should be classified as a 

Missing Adult: (1) the person is an aged or senile adult that is unable to care for himself; (2) the 

person is 65 years or older and has a documented mental or medical impairment that creates a 

threat to personal safety; (3) the person has a mental or physical handicap that creates and 

imminent safety risk; (4) the person is suicidal; (5) the person has a mental condition that creates 

an imminent risk to the person’s well-being; or (6) circumstances indicate that the person is the 

victim of foul play.  The Austin Missing Persons Unit is generally contacted only if the person 

reported missing is categorized as a Missing Adult versus a Request to Locate.   

The Chicago Police Department elevates its response if the person reported missing is: 

(1) physically or mentally disabled and an immediate danger to himself or others; (2) missing 

under circumstances that indicate his physical safety may be in danger or (3) older than 65 years 

of age.  When one or more of these ―high risk‖ criteria are met, additional notices are issued, 

additional officers are required to respond, and a formal and systematic search must be 

conducted.   

The Virginia Beach Police Department provides a more general definition of the category 

of missing persons that require an elevated response.  The Virginia Beach Police Department 

defines this category as any person whose whereabouts are unknown and whose continued 

absence poses a significant health or safety concern for the person reported missing or others.   

Other Comparison Police Departments permit or require the use of various alert programs 

if the person reported missing is within certain categories.  For example, the Baltimore Police 

Department issues ―Silver Alerts‖ pursuant to state law if the person reported missing suffers a 

cognitive impairment, such as Alzheimer’s or dementia.  Additionally, the Kansas City Police 

Department permits the issuance of additional alerts through the Missing Persons Unit of the 

State Highway Patrol if the person reported missing is categorized as an ―Endangered Missing 

Person,‖ which includes: (1) a person that is physically or mentally disabled to such an extent 

that the person is dependent on others; (2) a person that may be in danger; or (3) a person that is 

missing under unknown or involuntary circumstances.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO requires the initial responding officer to categorize each 

missing person report by using a title, and provides examples of those titles.  The categories 

listed in the CPD Missing Persons GPO are: Disability, Endangered, Involuntary, Juvenile, 

Catastrophe, and Other.  The title of ―Disability‖ is used when a person of any age is missing 

under proven physical/mental disability or senility, and thereby subjects himself or others to 

personal and immediate danger.  The title of ―Endangered‖ is used when a person of any age is 

missing under circumstances that indicate the person’s physical safety may be in danger.  The 

title of ―Involuntary‖ is used when a person of any age is missing under circumstances that 

indicate the disappearance may not have been voluntary.  The title of ―Juvenile‖ is used for all 

missing children under the age of 18.  The title of ―Catastrophe‖ is used when a person of any 

age is missing after a catastrophe.  Finally, the title of ―Other‖ is used when a person over the 

age of 18 is missing and does not meet the criteria of other title categories, but when there is 
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reasonable concern for the person’s safety.  The CPD Missing Persons GPO also refers to a 

category of ―Endangered/Elderly Adults,‖ but does not expressly define this category. 

h) Reporting Requirements 

All of the Comparison Police Departments require report information to be entered into 

the NCIC database, a national database of missing persons.  Additionally, most of the 

Comparison Police Departments require report information to be entered into a state-wide 

missing person database. 

Federal law (42 U.S.C. § 5780), commonly known as ―Suzanne’s Law,‖ mandates that 

information about missing persons between the ages of 18 and 21 be entered into the NCIC 

within two hours, and most Comparison Police Departments’ policies and procedures expressly 

require that officers make such an entry. 

For adults over the age of 20, the time periods within which a missing person report must 

be entered into the NCIC database and the various state databases vary.  Some of the 

Comparison Police Departments must enter all missing persons reports into the NCIC and the 

state database within the same time period, regardless of the circumstances under which the 

person went missing.  For example, the Atlanta Police Department is required to enter all 

missing persons reports into the NCIC and its state-database (the Georgia Crime Information 

Center) within 12 hours.  Similarly, the Columbus Division of Police is required to enter all 

report information into the NCIC database immediately.  In contrast, the Cincinnati Police 

Department is required to enter information about a missing person into NCIC, the Ohio state 

database (LEADS) and the Cincinnati Regional Crime Information Center if the person is not 

located within 30 days.   

Other Comparison Police Departments, such as the Baltimore Police Department, are 

only required to enter report information into the NCIC database if the person reported missing 

has a mental or physical disability.   

Some Comparison Police Departments, such as the Chicago Police Department, do not 

specifically state the time period within which missing person report information must be entered 

into the NCIC database or the state database, but instead state that the information must be 

entered ―when warranted.‖ 

The CPD Missing Persons GPO references Suzanne’s Law by the number of the statute, 

but does not provide a clear statement of its requirements.  Additionally, the CPD Missing 

Persons GPO lists six categories of missing persons reports for which officers must complete a 

form for reporting to the NCIC database (Disabled, Endangered, Involuntary, Juvenile, 

Catastrophe, or persons who do not meet the categories but for whom there is reasonable concern 

for safety).  The officer then transfers this form to a person in the Record File Section of the CPD 

and transfers a copy of the form to the CPD’s missing persons liaison.  The CPD Missing 

Persons GPO does not state the time period within which this information must be entered into 

the NCIC database, but rather states that all entries must be made ―within the allotted time‖ and 

―in a timely manner.‖  The CPD Missing Persons GPO also refers to the LEADS database, but 
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does not expressly define the type of information that must be entered into the LEADS database, 

or when it must be entered.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO also requires communication of information about 

missing persons reports to other districts using its internal systems.  If a person reported missing 

is classified as ―Endangered/Elderly Adult,‖ the Communications Control Section must initiate 

an all-channels broadcast and fax a copy of the Ohio Missing Adult Alert form to all districts.  

The form will be read at all subsequent roll calls.  

i) Investigation 

The Comparison Police Departments’ policies and procedures provide different levels of 

detail as to the types and methods of follow-up investigation that can be completed.  The 

Chicago Police Department’s policy contains the most detailed investigative procedures.  It 

expressly notes that each missing person case is unique, but lists 41 investigative techniques that 

must be completed for each missing person.  The investigative techniques range from 

interviewing the complainant, friends, neighbors, and others who may have relevant information, 

to searching the residence and the missing person’s belongs, to contacting various agencies, 

ranging from the medical examiner’s office to the person’s fraternity or sorority, if applicable.   

The Baltimore Police Department is an example of slightly less detailed guidance, with 

some express investigative requirements.  The Baltimore Police Department requires its officers 

to examine the area where the missing person was last seen, after obtaining written permission 

from the individual controlling the area.  The officer is instructed to determine if any of the 

missing person’s personal items are missing, and to determine if there are any indications that the 

area may be a crime scene.  If the officer determines that the area may be a crime scene, the 

officer must cease investigation, secure the scene, contact a supervisor for guidance about the 

need for a warrant, and, if necessary, contact the Mobile Crime Lab Unit to continue the 

investigation.  Similarly, the Philadelphia Police Department requires officers to conduct a 

thorough visual and physical check of the missing person’s residence and vehicles. 

The Columbus Division of Police’s policy provides an example of a policy that does not 

contain express investigative steps, but rather indicates that a certain officer is responsible for 

determining the extent and type of search conducted.  Additionally, the Columbus Police 

Department’s policy only requires a search if the person reported missing is in danger or is 

considered to be dangerous to himself or others.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO provides substantial guidance to officers as to the 

investigative steps that must be taken.  For example, it lists certain internal units and external 

agencies that must be contacted when a missing person report is taken, including the Warrant 

Unit, the Coroner’s Office, the Alzheimer’s Association (if applicable), the Report 

Intake/Review Unit (to determine if the person is in a hospital), and the Communications Control 

Section (to determine if a vehicle related to the missing person has been towed).  Additionally, 

the CPD Missing Persons GPO states that a supervisor must be contacted if an NCIC report 

(other than a report for a juvenile) is completed or if the person reported missing is suicidal, and 

requires that the supervisor assign a zone car to follow up if the missing person is an 

―Endangered/Elderly Adult.‖ 
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j) Notification to Community 

Due to the importance of having as many sets of eyes looking for a person reported 

missing as possible, the strategic involvement of community partners and the media can be 

helpful.  Many of the Comparison Police Departments recognize the role that the media can have 

in communicating information about missing persons to the community, and the role that the 

community can have in locating a person reported missing.  However, the limited circumstances 

under which some of the Comparison Police Departments involve the media and the community 

reflect the potential difficulties with obtaining useful assistance from the media and the 

community, and concerns about the family and friends of the person reported missing.  

Many of the Comparison Police Departments only utilize wide-reaching community 

alerts under specific circumstances.  For example, the Virginia Beach Police Department 

implements specific missing persons alerts when the person reported missing is over the age of 

60, suffers a cognitive impairment to the extent that he is unable to provide care for himself 

without the assistance of a caregiver, and whose disappearance poses a credible threat to the 

health and safety of the adult.  The Baltimore Police Department uses its ―Silver Alert‖ under 

similar circumstances.  The Atlanta Police Department implements its ―Mattie’s Call‖ under 

slightly different circumstance; the Mattie’s Call is used when the person reported missing 

suffers from dementia, a cognitive impairment or is developmentally disabled.   

In contrast, the Cincinnati Police Department’s policy requires its Public Information 

Office (or the investigative unit if the Public Information Office is closed) to forward 

information about the missing person to the media in all cases.   

Other Comparison Police Departments do not place limits on when the media must be 

contacted, but do require both the police chief and the family of the missing person to agree that 

the media should be contacted.  The IACP recommends that the police chief and the family of 

the missing person determine together whether local media will be contacted.  The City of 

Bedford Heights Division of Police and Burlington Police Department have adopted the IACP’s 

policy.  

State law in Missouri creates the Missing Persons Unit of the State Highway Patrol, 

which is authorized to issue alerts when the person reported missing is an endangered missing 

person.  An endangered missing person is one who is physically or mentally disabled to the 

extent that the person is dependent on another, and is either missing under circumstances that 

indicate the missing person’s safety is in danger or is missing under involuntary or unknown 

circumstances. 

The CPD Missing Persons GPO requires that an Ohio Missing Adult Alert be issued for 

missing ―Endangered/Elderly Adults.‖  The Ohio Missing Adult Alert is a LEADS based alert 

system that quickly notifies the public and media outlets about endangered missing adults.  The 

CPD Missing Persons GPO does not expressly define ―Endangered/Elderly Adult,‖ but it does 

state that the alert should be issued if the CPD has confirmed that the person is missing, that 

there is a credible threat of immediate danger of serious bodily harm or death to the missing 

person, and that there is sufficient information about the individual and the circumstances 

surrounding the individual’s disappearance to indicate that activation of the alert will help locate 
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the person reported missing.  The CPD’s practice of evaluating whether there is sufficient 

information to make issuing a media report useful is unique among the Comparison Police 

Departments and strikes an effective balance between overwhelming the media and the 

community with information and using the media and the community to assist with 

investigations when possible.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO also requires the Public Information Officer to consult 

with the Deputy Chief of Field Operations to determine whether or not the media will be asked 

to publicize the information contained in the Ohio Missing Adult Alert.   

k) Closing Case 

There is little variation amongst the Comparison Police Departments in terms of closing a 

missing person case when a person is located.  Most Comparison Police Departments’ missing 

persons policies include a procedure for closing missing persons cases when the person reported 

missing is located.  Most of the policies require an officer to enter a follow-up report into the 

NCIC database and state reporting systems that removes the located person from the databases.  

Additionally, many of the Comparison Police Departments require an officer to confirm that the 

located person is the person that was reported missing by interviewing them in person. The 

Philadelphia Police Department evinces a preference that the missing person be transported to 

the zone for this interview; the other Comparison Police Departments generally do not specify 

where the interview should occur.  Some of the Comparison Police Departments, including the 

City of Parma Police Department, require officers to determine if there was criminal activity 

related to the missing persons report.  

The IACP model policy expressly states that competent adults that are reported missing 

and located by law enforcement cannot be forced to return to any location.  Under the IACP 

model policy, if an adult person reported missing is located and does not want to return to the 

location, the law enforcement agency will notify the reporting person of the located person’s 

well-being.  The City of Bedford Heights Division of Police follows the IACP model policy by 

stating that a located person cannot be forced to return to any location.   

In some of the Comparison Police Departments, a missing persons case is declared 

inactive after a period of time passes with no new information.  For example, the Austin Police 

Department will suspend its investigation of any Request to Locate after 30 days if no new 

information becomes available.  Similarly, the Cincinnati Police Department declares a missing 

person case inactive after 30 days if the reporting person cannot be located and no new 

information becomes available, and after 90 days if the reporting person can be located but no 

further helpful information is available.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not specifically require any officer to enter a 

follow-up report into NCIC or LEADS to remove a located person from the databases.  

However, the CPD Missing Persons GPO requires the missing persons liaison to complete all 

validation procedures relative to NCIC/LEADS in a timely manner.  The CPD Missing Persons 

GPO does require officers to update the CPD’s internal records by completing a Record 

Management System (―RMS‖) supplement report.  The RMS supplement report must state 

whether the person returned of the person’s own volition or was located in some other manner, 
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and must indicate the place where the missing person was located.  Additionally, the officer must 

notify the Communications Control Section so that it can cancel any Ohio Missing Adult Alerts 

that were issued and notify the Public Information Officer and all police districts that the person 

was located.  

Prior to entering the supplement RMS report, the officer must personally identify the 

located individual.  If the person is located outside of the CPD’s jurisdiction, the officer must 

request the foreign police department to visibly verify the missing person’s status.   

The CPD Missing Persons GPO does not provide guidance on when a case is declared 

inactive.   

B. Sex Crimes Investigations 

1. Overview: The CPD Sex Crimes Investigation Requirements 

This section details the sex crimes investigation and registry requirements imposed by 

state law.  This section then summarizes both the CPD GPO No. 6.2.09 (the ―Sex Crimes GPO‖) 

and the CPD Sex Crimes Unit Procedure Manual (―Sex Crimes Unit Manual‖), which set forth 

the requirements that the CPD must follow when it receives a report of a sex crime. Finally, this 

section breaks down the investigative response to a report of a sex crime into its general 

components and analyzes the practices of the Comparison Police Departments during each 

general component to determine if there are better practices that the CPD should incorporate into 

the CPD Sex Crimes GPO.  The Commission sets forth its recommendations in the Policy 

Recommendations Section of this Report.    

It is important to note that the scope of the Commission’s work was limited to a review of 

policies and procedures where the victim of the sex crime was an adult (over the age of 18).  The 

policies and procedures related to sex crimes committed against children are not set forth in this 

Report.  

2. Ohio State Law Requirements Relevant to Sex Crimes 

According to the Ohio Revised Code, a sex crime is any sexual act performed without 

consent, or performed on somebody unable to give consent (because of age or incapacitation, for 

example).  A sexual act includes any of the following:  vaginal or anal intercourse, fellatio or 

cunnilingus, the insertion of any body part or object into the vaginal or anal opening of another, 

and touching of the erogenous zones of another, such as the buttocks or breasts on women.   

a) Sex Offender Registry 

The Ohio Revised Code has enacted a system of sex offender registration by which those 

found guilty of sex-based offenses are required to register and are then tracked by state and local 

officials.  The system creates obligations on the part of the offenders, the court system, the Ohio 

Attorney General, the Ohio Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation, and local law 

enforcement officials.   
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The dictates of the registry will apply where an individual is convicted of, pleads guilty 

to, has been convicted of, has pled guilty to, is adjudicated a delinquent child for committing, or 

has been adjudicated a delinquent child for offenses listed in Chapter 2907 of the Ohio Revised 

Code. 

Once an individual is labeled a sex offender, that individual must be labeled as a Tier I, 

II, or III offender based on the ascending severity of the crime.  The tier under which the 

offender falls will increase the length of time the offender will be subject to the registration 

requirement as well as increase the frequency that the offender must update residence, school, 

vehicular, and employment information. 

Once an individual is designated as a sex offender, the offender is required to register 

with relevant authorities.  The offender must register his residence, place of education, and place 

of employment with the county sheriff’s office(s) whose jurisdiction encompasses those 

locations.  An offender initially registers at the time of conviction and must subsequently register 

upon release from confinement with the sheriff of the county(ies) where the offender intends to 

reside, work, and/or attend school. 

When an offender registers, information recorded includes the offender’s name and 

aliases, SSN, date of birth, and address of residence, employer, and school, the license plate 

number of all vehicles available to the offender, the offender’s driver’s license number, the 

offender’s DNA sample if the crime was committed outside of Ohio, a description of each 

professional or occupational license held by the offender, and any email addresses, internet 

identifiers, or telephone numbers used by the offender.  This information is forwarded to the 

State Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation. 

In addition to the above requirements, a Tier III offender must send the sheriff of the 

county in which the offender intends to reside written notice of the offender’s intent to reside in 

the county at least 20 days prior to the date the offender begins to reside in that county.  Upon 

receiving this notice, the sheriff must provide written notice to any individual residing within 

1000 feet of the intended residence and executive directors of public children’s agencies, 

superintendents of boards of education, school principals, and directors of preschools whose 

districts contain any part of the 1000 foot notification area. 

All offenders must also periodically verify the registered addresses, even if no change has 

occurred.  The frequency of verification after initial registration differs based on the tier that an 

offender is classified, with Tier I offenders registering annually, Tier II offenders registering 

every 180 days, and Tier III offenders registering every 90 days.  Re-registration occurs in 

person at the sheriff’s office, but a sheriff has the ability to verify the address by sending non-

forwardable mail to the offender’s residence, to which the offender must respond in person.  All 

information is forwarded to the state Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation. 

If an offender fails to timely verify his registration in person, the sheriff must send 

written notice to the offender on the day following the date required for registration.  If the 

offender fails to personally verify his registration within seven days, the sheriff is required to 

promptly notify the Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation of the failure and locate 

and arrest the offender. 
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When an offender changes his residence, job, or school, the offender is required to update 

the required registration promptly.  The offender is required to notify both the sheriff of the 

county where he registers at the time, as well as the sheriff covering the jurisdiction of the new 

residence, job, or school.  In addition, any change in: (i) vehicle information; (ii) email 

addresses; (iii) internet identifiers; or (iv) telephone numbers must similarly be reported. 

The length of time an offender is subject to the registry depends on the tier classification 

of the offender: a Tier I offender remains subject to the registry requirements for 15 years, a Tier 

II offender remains subject to the registry requirements for 25 years, and a Tier III offender 

remains subject to the registry requirements for life. 

The Cleveland Rape Crisis Center’s Position Paper on Community Management of Sex 

Offenders is attached to this Report as Appendix N. 

b) Other State Law Requirements 

At the request of either the victim or the offender, the presiding judge in any sex offense 

prosecution must order the names of the victim and offender and the details of the offense as 

obtained by any law enforcement officer suppressed until the preliminary hearing.  This order 

precludes the police or any other individual from releasing information regarding the alleged sex 

crime until the arraignment. 

A victim of rape, when interviewed by a law enforcement agency, must be interviewed 

by an officer who has received crisis intervention training, when such officer is reasonably 

available.  In addition, when an accused offender tests positive for a communicable disease, the 

law enforcement agency that arrested the offender must immediately notify the victim that the 

offender tested positive for the disease. 

Any cost incurred by a hospital or emergency medical facility in the medical examination 

of a victim of rape, sexual imposition, gross sexual imposition, sexual battery, or unlawful sexual 

conduct with a minor will be paid out of the Ohio Victim’s Reparation Fund.  The purpose of the 

medical examination must be for the purpose of gathering physical evidence for a possible 

prosecution, and includes the cost of any antibiotics administered.  In order to receive 

reimbursement, the hospital or emergency facility must follow the protocol for conducting the 

examinations identified by the attorney general and must submit requests for payment to the 

attorney general on a monthly basis and accept a flat fee.   

3. Summary of Investigative Steps from CPD Policies 

a) The CPD’s Sex Crimes GPO  

The CPD Sex Crimes GPO provides detailed guidance on procedures related to evidence 

collection.  However, it provides limited guidance on the comprehensive investigation of a sex 

crime. 

If a sex crime occurs between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., the responding uniformed officer 

should immediately notify their supervisor that a sex crime has occurred.  The supervisor is to 

contact the Sex Crimes Unit by telephone.  Between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., if 
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conditions warrant, the supervisor may notify the Chief Dispatcher to contact the Sex Crimes 

Unit member on-call through the pager system.  Conditions warranting immediate contact 

include: brutality of the crime, physical state of the victim, and age of victim.  Whenever an 

officer responds to a sex crime, the officer shall make an RMS report and fax a report copy to the 

Sex Crimes Unit. 

Several procedures are noted for collecting initial trace evidence at the crime scene, 

which is the responsibility of the responding officer.  Topics covered include the need to wear 

gloves, proper bagging and tagging of materials, the need to collect clothing from both the victim 

and suspect, and the need to keep evidence from victims and suspects separate to prevent cross-

contamination. 

In addition, procedures are outlined for photographing of signs of scratches, bruises, or 

marks of violence on the victim of suspect.  These photographs should be taken by the Photo 

Unit and the photographs should be placed in a property envelope and forwarded to the Sex 

Crimes Unit. 

Rape evidence kits taken by hospital personnel (commonly referred to as ―rape kits‖) 

must be forwarded to the police forensics laboratory.  If the officer assigned to the initial call is 

still on assignment, that officer will retrieve the rape kit.  The CPD Sex Crimes GPO underscores 

that whichever officer collects the rape kit, care must be taken to maintain the chain of custody.  

The rape kits are given to an officer from the hospital as a sealed box; the officer accepting must 

sign the officer’s name and badge number.  The rape kits should be described as a ―sealed rape 

evidence kit‖ and the name of the hospital employee who gave the rape kit to the officer should 

be recorded. 

b) The Sex Crimes Unit Manual 

According to the Sex Crimes Unit Manual, the goals of the Sex Crimes Unit are to reduce 

the incidence of sexual assaults through identification, arrest, and prosecution of offenders and to 

reduce the number of potential victims through educating and informing the public. The listed 

objectives are: (i) to conduct the most thorough, objective investigations possible without 

subjecting the victim to further victimization; (ii) to put the needs of the victim first; and (iii) to 

promote public awareness of issues attendant to the crime of sexual assault by working with 

support agencies, community groups, and the media. 

When a sex crime is referred to the Sex Crimes Unit, a supervisor assigns a Sex Crimes 

Unit detective to the case.  Every report generated by a patrol officer will be assigned to a 

detective in the Sex Crimes Unit unless the supervisor determines otherwise.  Those reports with 

named suspects or arrests are given first priority.  A detective’s workload and particular expertise 

will be taken into account when making assignments.  

A book called the ―Assignments Book‖ is maintained to log the activities of the Sex 

Crimes Unit.  The Assignments Book contains pertinent information from the crime report, the 

names of the detectives assigned, and the disposition of each assignment.  The log serves as a 

running tally of the number of assignments each detective received each month.  After 
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consultation with the City prosecutor, the assigned detective will note the disposition of an 

investigation in the Assignments Book, indicating one of the following: 

1. No Further Investigative Leads: all reasonable leads have be pursued; case is 

open, but inactive until additional leads develop; 

 

2. Exceptional Clean-up: suspect/offender has been identified but prosecution not 

pursued because: (i) death of suspect; (ii) victim chooses not to pursue 

prosecution; or (iii) case is considered closed; 

 

3. Unfounded Complaint: investigation reveals false information provided by victim 

and the prosecutor review indicates no support of any crime; case is closed; or 

 

4. Clean-Up: suspect identified, prosecution being pursued, and suspect has been 

arrested and charged. 

 

In investigating reported sex crimes, Sex Crimes Unit detectives are to diligently pursue 

each assignment.  The Sex Crimes Unit Manual does not provide a step-by-step procedure for 

investigating detectives.  Rather, the Sex Crimes Unit Manual provides a bullet point list of 

suggestions and model tactics, which include the following: 

 Victims should be contacted as soon as possible and preferably within 24 hours of 

receiving the assignment, and all attempts to contact the victim must be noted in the 

case file; 

 Interviews must be conducted and statements taken using procedures outlined in the 

CPD’s Bureau of Special Investigations (―BSI‖) Statement Guide – which is 

described in more detail in the section that follows; 

 Statements are to be taken in all felony investigations, and statements can and should 

be taken in misdemeanor investigations of a serious or complicated nature; 

 Crime scenes must be visited when possible; 

 Evidence must be forwarded and tested as needed; 

 Reports are to be forwarded to the appropriate supervisor for review; 

 The City prosecutor must be consulted for a ruling on all investigations involving an 

adult suspect, unless otherwise determined by a supervisor; 

 Grand Jury packages must be prepared and forwarded to a supervisor for review 

according to CPD regulations; 

 All subpoenas must be honored; 

 Detectives are to assist prosecutors at trial to the extent possible; 

 Case folders, files, and records must be maintained according to Sex Crimes Unit 

standards; 

 Supervisors are to be made aware of any unusual situations immediately or as soon as 

possible; and 

 Victims are to be treated as a member of the detective’s family would be treated in 

similar circumstances. 
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Statements are taken from victims and other pertinent parties in all felony investigations 

except where the suspect is a juvenile (statements can be taken only with a parent/guardian 

present), where the victim is mentally handicapped, or where the victim is of tender years 

(generally under ten years of age) and unable to understand the procedure. 

The procedure and rules for the taking of statements is prescribed by the BSI Statement 

Guide.  The guide states that any statement must be recorded on a BSI Criminal Investigation 

Statement Form.  In addition, the BSI Statement Guide outlines the CPD-wide protocol for 

taking statements.  The nine-page form outlines the specific nature of how the statements should 

be documented (e.g., use of carbon paper, the proper acknowledgement to be signed, what to do 

if the interviewee cannot read or write, and how to correct a typographical mistake). 

4. Analysis of Comparison Police Department’s Responses During General 

Components of a Sex Crimes Investigation 

a) Note on Language 

The language of sex crimes is not standardized.  Many of the Comparison Police 

Departments’ policies refer to what the Commission is calling ―sex crimes‖ in this Report as 

―sexual assaults,‖ by more specific names of each crime, or include sex crimes in a more general 

category like ―crimes against persons.‖  The Comparison Police Departments also refer to the 

specialized unit that investigates sex crimes by different names.   

The various sex crimes units may investigate different crimes in addition to sex crimes, 

and may only investigate certain types of sex crimes, or sex crimes committed against victims of 

a certain age.  This makes comparisons based on the number of officers assigned to the unit, or 

the number of sex crimes reported to the unit, difficult.   

The Commission recognizes the inconsistency of language, and the problems with 

numbers-based analysis that it creates.  In this Report, all units that handle sex crimes will be 

referred to as ―sex crimes units‖ for simplicity.  Further, the Commission will not analyze or 

compare the number of sex crimes unit detectives or the number of sex crimes cases handled by 

a sex crimes unit due to the difficulty in finding ―apples-to-apples‖ numbers.   

b) Structure of Police Department 

One of the most obvious differences between the Comparison Police Departments is 

whether they have a specialized unit for sex crimes investigations.  Most of the Comparison 

Police Departments do have specialized sex crimes units, although smaller police departments, 

such as the City of Bedford Heights Division of Police, do not.   

Some of the Comparison Police Departments divide the responsibility for their sex crimes 

investigations among multiple specialized units.  For example, both the Austin Police 

Department and the Columbus Division of Police have separate units for the investigation of sex 

crimes against different ages of victims.  The Austin Police Department directs the investigation 

of all sex crimes against individuals 17 or older to the Sex Crimes Unit, and all sexual abuse 

cases involving individuals younger than 17 to the Child Abuse Unit.  The Columbus Division of 
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Police has two sections of its sex crimes unit; one investigates all cases where the victim is 16 or 

older, and the other investigates all cases involving a victim younger than 16.    

The Burlington Police Department does not have an internal sex crimes unit.  Instead, the 

Burlington Police Department relies on the regional special investigative unit referred to as the 

Chittenden Unit for Special Investigations (―CUSI‖).  CUSI is organized as a non-profit 

corporation and is run by a board of directors.  CUSI’s personnel consists of a Director, 

Children's Advocacy Center Executive Director, seven detectives, victim advocate, Deputy 

State’s Attorney, and an investigator from the Vermont Department of Children and Families.  

CUSI personnel work together in a collaborative manner to serve victims and enable successful 

prosecutions.  Since the formation of CUSI, the Vermont legislature has enacted a law that 

requires the formation of special investigative units to investigate sex crimes, child abuse, and 

domestic abuse in every region of Vermont.   

The CPD does have a specialized sex crimes unit (the ―Sex Crimes Unit‖).  The Sex 

Crimes Unit is responsible for all sex crimes and juvenile endangerment cases.  The Sex Crimes 

Unit has 14 detectives and three supervisors.  As of the date of this Report, there are 10 active 

detectives in the Sex Crimes Unit.  An active detective is a detective that is taking on new cases; 

the detectives that are currently inactive are inactive for medical reasons.  Its normal operating 

hours are 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

c) Initial Response 

Due to the sensitive nature of sex crimes and the importance of evidence collection and 

medical treatment, the initial response to a sex crime is critical.  As a result, some of the 

Comparison Police Departments attempt to minimize the role of patrol officers in sex crimes 

investigations to a certain level of severity by calling in the specialized sex crimes unit detectives 

as soon as possible.  For example, the Austin Police Department’s policy requires the sex crimes 

unit to respond to any sex crime that also involves a home invasion, serious injury, serial rapist, 

or the arrest of a suspect for a felony charge.  Similarly, the Baltimore Police Department’s 

policy requires the sex crimes unit to respond to all sex crimes involving rape, attempted rape, or 

sodomy.  

Other Comparison Police Departments limit the role of the patrol officer in all cases 

involving an alleged sex crime.  For example, the Columbus Division of Police’s policy states 

that the patrol officer should conduct only a minimal interview of the victim to care for 

immediate medical needs, secure potential evidence, determine jurisdiction, and identify 

suspects.  The Columbus Division of Police’s specialized sex crimes unit is responsible for 

conducting the primary interview of the victim.  The Burlington Police Department similarly 

limits the role of the patrol officer and instead directs all sex crimes reports, other than reports of 

minor lewd and lascivious acts, to CUSI.   

In the CPD, the patrol officer conducts the initial interview and investigation.   

d) Transition to Specialized Unit or Investigating Detective 

In some of the Comparison Police Departments, the process of transitioning the sex 

crimes case, including the information obtained by the patrol officer during the initial interview, 
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is carefully spelled out so that information loss is minimized.  Many of the Comparison Police 

Departments do not provide guidance on the transition process. 

The Columbus Division of Police’s policy maximizes the amount of information 

transferred to its sex crimes unit by requiring the first responder to write a first responder letter to 

the sex crimes unit detective as soon as practicable.  The first responder letter is a written 

summary of the patrol officer’s actions, from the time the patrol officer arrives at the scene until 

the patrol officer transports the victim to the hospital.  The Columbus Division of Police’s policy 

also authorizes the patrol officer to directly contact both the sex crimes unit, and when a specific 

sex crimes unit detective is assigned, the assigned sex crimes unit detective directs the 

investigation.   

The IACP model policy authorizes the patrol officer to directly contact the sex crimes 

unit from the scene.  The sex crimes unit is responsible for determining the appropriate response.   

In the CPD, the patrol officer submits the completed report to his supervisor.  The 

supervisor then reviews the report and faxes it to the CPD Sex Crimes Unit.  The CPD Sex 

Crimes Unit reviews the reports and assigns them to CPD Sex Crimes Unit detectives based on 

the caseload of each detective.  This process can result in a significant delay between the time the 

patrol officer conducts the initial investigation and the time that the sex crime investigation is 

assigned to a detective in the CPD Sex Crimes Unit.  However, under extenuating circumstances, 

the CPD Sex Crimes Unit can be contacted immediately and sent to the scene to aid in the initial 

investigation.  This process is not described in the CPD Sex Crimes GPO; instead, it was 

described to the Commission during its field experience.   

e) Interview of Victim 

Due to the sensitive nature of sex crimes, many of the Comparison Police Departments 

have taken steps to protect the victim while obtaining the best information possible for potential 

prosecution.  

Some of the Comparison Police Departments provide guidance on the scope of the 

interview.  For example, the IACP model policy recommends that an initial interview be 

conducted to establish the elements of the crime, identify witnesses and suspects, and secure 

evidence and the crime scene.  After a medical exam, a more detailed interview is taken.  The 

Columbus Division of Police’s policy, explained above, mirrors the IACP model policy.  The 

Baltimore Police Department’s policy also recognizes that different types of interview questions 

may be appropriate at different stages of the investigation.  The Baltimore Police Department’s 

policy permits the interview to be conducted at the scene if there is no medical emergency.  If the 

victim is at a hospital, or must be transported to a hospital, the Baltimore Police Department 

requires its officers to conduct the interview in as private of a setting as possible. 

Like the Baltimore Police Department, other Comparison Police Departments emphasize 

victim comfort during the interview process.  For example, the IACP model policy suggests that 

the location of the follow-up interview be convenient and comfortable for the victim.  Vermont’s 

regional unit, CUSI (the agency that the Burlington Police Department utilizes for all sex crimes 

investigations in Burlington), conducts interviews in rooms located at CUSI that look like living 
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rooms.  Additionally, the Cincinnati Police Department requires the interview to be conducted in 

an area that is not high-traffic.   

In addition to the physical environment for victim interviews, some of the Comparison 

Police Departments establish policies to minimize the emotional trauma associated with 

discussing a sex crime.  For example, the Virginia Beach Police Department and the Cincinnati 

Police Department limit the number of officers with whom the victim must discuss the details of 

the sex crime.  The Cincinnati Police Department also specifies that the victim should not be 

required to repeat embarrassing details.   

Concerns about the victim’s physical and emotional comfort must be balanced with the 

attempt to obtain sufficient evidence to prosecute.  The IACP model policy suggests that the 

victim’s statement be both tape recorded and video recorded.  The Austin Police Department’s 

policy mandates that the victim’s statement be tape recorded, and prefers that it is video 

recorded.   

The discussion of prosecution can be a sensitive issue with victims of sex crimes.  The 

City of Parma Police Department suggests that its officers avoid asking the victim if the victim 

wants to prosecute during the initial interview.  In contrast, the Virginia Beach Police 

Department GPO states that a victim should be encouraged to prosecute.   

The CPD Sex Crimes GPO does not detail the interview process.  However, based on the 

Commission’s field experience, the interview of the victim occurs at the Justice Center unless 

circumstances require otherwise.  The interview is not recorded, but a typed statement is created, 

which the victim must sign.  The interview room is not designed to be comfortable for the 

victim, and the Sex Crime Unit is cluttered, disorganized, and overcrowded. 

f) Interaction with Hospital 

Most of the Comparison Police Departments provide some level of detail on the 

relationship between the officer and the hospital.  Many of the Comparison Police Departments 

provide that the victim should be transported to a hospital with nurses that have specialized 

training in the treatment of victims of sex crimes and related evidence collection.  These nurses 

are generally referred to as Sexual Assault Nurse Examiners (―SANE‖) nurses.  Comparison 

Police Departments’ policies also reference rape crisis centers at various hospitals.  Many 

Comparison Police Department’s policies including the Atlanta Police Department, the 

Baltimore Police Department, the Burlington Police Department, and the Cincinnati Police 

Department suggest or require that the victim should be taken to a designated hospital or 

hospitals that have SANE nurses or a rape crisis center unless the victim objects.   

In sex crimes cases that do not involve a medical emergency, some of the Comparison 

Police Departments require their officers to provide information to the victim about the need for 

a forensic exam.  The IACP model policy expressly requires the officer to obtain the consent of 

the victim before a forensic exam is conducted.  During the process of obtaining consent, the 

IACP model policy requires the officer to inform the victim that the victim can decline any part 

of the forensic exam.  If a victim is unwilling to undergo a forensic exam, the IACP model policy 

suggests that officers encourage the victim to have a pregnancy test and an STD test.  The 
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Columbus Division of Police suggests that its officers explain the importance of obtaining 

medical treatment, even if there are no overt injuries.  Similarly, the Atlanta Police Department 

requires its officers to make every effort to persuade a victim to have a medical exam, but 

acknowledges that the officer should not force the victim to have the exam.   

Some of the Comparison Police Departments recognize that cost may be a barrier to some 

victims obtaining medical attention, and require the officer to inform the victim that medical 

exams related to sex crimes are free to the victim.  The Atlanta Police Department, City of Parma 

Police Department and Kansas City Police Department each require their officers to inform the 

victim that the medical exam is free to the victim.  

The CPD Sex Crimes GPO does not direct the patrol officer to take a victim to a hospital 

with a SANE nurse, or refer in any way to SANE nurses or units.  However, the Emergency 

Medical Services (―EMS‖) protocol directs EMS personnel to take the victim to a hospital with a 

SANE Unit or SANE nurse.  Based on the Commission’s interviews, it is the Commission’s 

understanding that if a rape kit is successfully completed, as determined by the State Bureau of 

Criminal Identification and Investigation, the cost of the rape kit and the related forensic 

examination is paid for by the state of Ohio.   

g) Preservation of Evidence 

The Comparison Police Departments address the importance of evidence collection with 

varying degrees of specificity.  The IACP model policy begins the process of evidence 

preservation and collection the most quickly by specifying that the dispatcher should ask the 

victim whether the victim has bathed or taken other steps, and instruct the victim not to do so.  

Similarly, upon arrival, the initial responding officer of the Atlanta Police Department, Baltimore 

Police Department and Columbus Division of Police instructs the victim not to bathe or take 

other steps that could be detrimental to evidence collection.   

The Comparison Police Departments also provide procedures for transporting the rape kit 

from the hospital to the lab.  The Burlington Police Department relies on CUSI to pick up the 

rape kit and transport it to a health center or state lab.  If CUSI cannot immediately transfer the 

rape kit to a state lab, it temporarily warehouses the rape kit in a storage unit at CUSI.  The 

Cincinnati Police Department only permits detectives from the sex crimes unit to pick up the 

rape kit from the hospital (in Cincinnati, all sex crimes victims are taken to one hospital, unless 

the victim objects).  The sex crimes unit detectives are required to call the hospital on a weekly 

basis to determine if there are rape kits waiting to be picked up.  If the victim objects to the 

standard hospital, the sex crimes unit detective will pick up the rape kit from the doctor or 

hospital of the victim’s choice upon notice of completion.   

The Sex Crimes GPO exhaustively details the procedure for evidence collection, which 

begins upon arrival of the initial responding officer.  The Sex Crimes GPO also provides clear 

guidance on the collection of the rape kit from the hospital, including procedures for maintaining 

the chain of custody so that evidence is admissible in a potential trial.  The Sex Crimes GPO 

requires a uniformed officer to pick up the rape kit, and sign his or her name and badge number 

to the rape kit.  The name of the hospital employee that transfers the rape kit to the officer must 

also be noted, and the rape kit must be sealed and marked ―sealed rape evidence kit.‖  The CPD 
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Sex Crimes GPO indicates that the rape kits are forwarded to the police forensics laboratory 

upon completion.     

h) Victim Advocacy and Victim Protections 

Many of the Comparison Police Departments proactively protect the victim’s rights or the 

victim’s privacy.  For example, state law requires the Austin Police Department to provide the 

victim with information about emergency medical services (including cost information), the 

contact information of the law enforcement agency’s victim assistance liaison, and a referral to a 

sexual assault program (with a description of the services that program provides).  Georgia state 

law requires the Atlanta Police Department (among other agencies) to provide a written 

statement to any victim of rape or aggravated sodomy that informs the victims that they have the 

right to prosecution at the expense of the government, and informs the victims that they should 

keep all clothing and other evidence and obtain a medical examination.  The written notice also 

states that the cost of the medical examination is borne by the law enforcement agency to the 

extent that the costs relate to the collection of evidence.   

Some of the Comparison Police Departments require officers to contact a victim 

advocate.  The IACP model policy suggests that a victim advocate be made available during the 

medical examination.  Both the City of Parma Police Department and CUSI (the regional agency 

that handles sex crimes investigations for the Burlington Police Department) require that an 

advocate be contacted as soon as possible.  

In order to address a similar concern for the victim’s emotional well-being, some of the 

Comparison Police Departments’ policies expressly require officers to be sensitive in their 

interactions with victims.  The Columbus Division of Police and Austin Police Department 

policies each emphasize that officers should be sensitive at all times.  The Virginia Beach Police 

Department’s policy provides that no investigator should consider the untruthfulness of a victim 

or imply suspicion of untruthfulness without supporting facts. 

Another concern addressed by the Comparison Police Departments is the protection of 

the victim’s privacy.  The Cincinnati Police Department requires officers to identify the victim 

using only the victim’s initials on the police report.  The Austin Police Department instructs its 

officers to use a pseudonym on the police report at the victim’s request.  The Kansas City Police 

Department and Baltimore Police Department redact identifying information in court records.   

In order to protect the victim’s physical safety, some Comparison Police Departments 

require the officer to remain at the hospital until the exam is complete.  For example, the 

Baltimore Police Department’s policy contains this requirement.  In addition, some of the 

Comparison Police Departments require the officer to provide transportation to a safe location.  

For example, the Atlanta Police Department and the Baltimore Police Department require its 

officers to make every effort to ensure that the victim is returned to a secure environment at the 

conclusion of the initial contact.   

Based on information obtained through the Commission’s field experience, interviews, 

and legal research, it seems that the CPD requires a victim to be interviewed by an officer with 

crisis intervention training, when an officer with crisis intervention training is reasonably 
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available.  Additionally, upon the victim’s request, identifying information on initial court 

documents will be removed so that the victim remains anonymous.   

i) Registry Requirements 

Typically, the requirements of sex offender registries are dictated by state law.  

Therefore, differences between the CPD and Comparison Police Departments result from 

differences in state sex offender registry laws.  Although Ohio is the first and only state to have 

enacted legislation to be in compliance with the federal Adam Walsh Act, it is anticipated that 

the other states will soon enact legislation to comply with the federal requirements. 

Several Comparison Police Departments are directly responsible for registering, 

verifying, and maintaining the information of registered sex offenders.  Cities whose police 

departments directly manage this role are the Austin Police Department, the Baltimore Police 

Department, the Chicago Police Department, and the Virginia Beach Police Department.  The 

Burlington Police Department, Philadelphia Police Department and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police 

place the responsibility for registry compliance with state agencies.  The remaining Comparison 

Police Departments use county sheriffs to manage and enforce the sex offender registries. 

In accordance with Pennsylvania state law, a state agency has the responsibility for 

managing and enforcing the sex offender registries; however, the Philadelphia Police Department 

and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police are responsible for the community notification provisions.  In 

Burlington, CUSI is responsible for semiannual verification of offender residences. 

Chicago appears to be the only city whose registered offenders are subject to a 

registration fee.  The initial registration fee is $20 with an annual re-registration fee of $10.  

Offenders may apply for indigent status, which waives the registration fee. 

In Cleveland, the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department is responsible for the registry 

of sex offenders. 

C. Structure of Police Departments 

1. Assignment to Specialized Units 

The method of assigning officers to specialized unit is governed by collective bargaining 

agreements in many of the Comparison Police Departments.  However, some of the Comparison 

Police Departments do not have collective bargaining agreements.  In the Comparison Police 

Departments that do have collective bargaining agreements, the collective bargaining agreements 

range from allowing assignment to a specialized unit based purely on competitive selection to 

requiring certain applicants to be considered for assignment to a specialized unit based on 

seniority.  For example, the Cincinnati Police Department’s collective bargaining agreement 

permits assignment to specialized units based on personal qualifications and competence of the 

officer.  The chief of police makes the assignment decision.  In contrast, the Columbus Police 

Department’s collective bargaining agreement requires consideration of the seniority of 

applicants and whether the officer meets the qualifications of the position.  Under the Columbus 

Police Department’s collective bargaining agreement, the five applicants with the most seniority 

that also meet the qualifications of the position must be considered for placement into the 
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specialized unit.  While seniority is a factor, it is not the determinative factor in making the 

assignment.     

The CPD’s procedure for assigning officers to specialized units is governed by the 

Collective Bargaining Agreement between the City of Cleveland and the Cleveland Police 

Patrolmen’s Association (the ―CBA‖).  Under the CBA, assignments to specialized units are 

made in accordance with a bid procedure.  The CBA requires interested officers to have reached 

the rank of Patrol Officer I, which is typically reached after approximately three years on the 

force, to be eligible to bid.  The Chief of Police then makes his selection from the list of bidders.  

With the exception of the Narcotics Unit and the Organized Crime-Intelligence Unit, the CBA 

requires the Chief of Police to fill one-half of all vacancies in specialized units based on 

seniority, and permits the Chief of Police to fill one-half of the vacancies without regard to 

seniority.  Thus, one-half of all selections from the list of bidders must be made based solely on 

seniority.  However, the CBA permits all selections into the Narcotics Unit and the Organized 

Crime-Intelligence Unit to be made without regard to seniority.   

2. Prosecution of Sex Crimes 

In many of the Comparison Police Departments, the process for determination of whether 

there is sufficient evidence to prosecute is not described in the general police order.  

Accordingly, the below information is based on the Commission Team’s follow-up discussions 

with representatives from the Comparison Police Departments. 

Most of the Comparison Police Departments have a county prosecutor review the 

information gathered through the investigation to determine if there is sufficient evidence to 

present the case to a grand jury.  However, each of the Comparison Police Departments, and the 

cities’ city and county prosecutors offices are structured slightly differently, so it is difficult to 

directly compare the processes for prosecution of a sex crime.  For example, the Atlanta Police 

Department and the Chicago Police Department (among others) present sex crimes investigations 

to a county prosecutor who determines if there is sufficient evidence for the case to go forward.  

The Baltimore Police Department presents evidence to either the Sex Offense Division of the 

Office of the State’s Attorney for Baltimore City (a specialized division of the city prosecutor), 

which also prosecutes all sex crimes cases, or a commissioner, which can authorize the issuance 

of a warrant.  The Cincinnati Police Department takes a hybrid approach; the officer first 

determines if the sex crime is a misdemeanor or a felony.  If the sex crime is a misdemeanor, a 

city prosecutor reviews the case.  If the sex crime is a felony, a county prosecutor reviews the 

case.  The Burlington Police Department utilizes CUSI for all aspects of its sex crimes 

investigations.  A county prosecutor is on staff at CUSI and all sex crimes cases in the County 

are presented to that county prosecutor for the determination of whether there is sufficient 

evidence for the case to go forward.  CUSI also has a unique picture book that illustrates the 

process of prosecuting a sex crime so that the victim is able to make an informed decision as to 

whether the victim wants to prosecute. 

The CPD requires all sex crimes cases to be presented to the City prosecutor. If the City 

prosecutor determines that there is enough evidence to go forward, the County prosecutor 

handles the prosecution. 
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VII. Recommendations: Cleveland Division of Police 

1. Create a Missing Persons Unit charged with collecting, analyzing, and disseminating 

information related to persons reported missing.  

The Commission’s review and analysis of the Comparison Police Departments indicates 

that many other cities have stand-alone units devoted to the investigation of missing persons.  

Additionally, the Commission’s review of state and federal law indicates that there are 

significant reporting requirements related to missing persons.   

Recommendation 

In order to improve record keeping and the detection of patterns related to missing 

persons, and the relationship between the community and the CPD related to the investigation of 

missing persons, the Commission recommends that a stand-alone Missing Persons Unit be 

created.  The Missing Persons Unit should be housed at the Fusion Center in order to maximize 

the coordination of statistical data and ensure that information about missing persons is 

communicated with all law enforcement agencies in the five county area represented by the 

Fusion Center.  The Missing Persons Unit should consist of one missing persons liaison 

(relocated from the Record File Section), and at least two additional officers.   

The Missing Persons Unit would be responsible for entering all information about both 

missing persons and missing children into the required databases, including NCIC, LEADS, and 

RMS, within the appropriate time frame, as set forth in the Missing Persons GPO.   

As a result of entering all information into the required databases, the Missing Persons 

Unit would review all missing persons reports made to the CPD.  Therefore, the Missing Persons 

Unit would be in a good position to determine patterns and determine whether a particular 

missing person report should receive an elevated response.  The Missing Persons Unit would 

have the authority to elevate the response to a missing persons report by recommending that it be 

transferred from the district level to the homicide unit or another appropriate unit.  Additionally, 

the Missing Persons Unit could contact appropriate neighboring police departments or the FBI if 

the circumstances warranted.  The Commission recommends that the CPD develop guidelines for 

when the Missing Persons Unit should elevate the response.  These triggers should be refined on 

a bi-annual basis as the Missing Persons Unit develops expertise. 

Furthermore, the Missing Persons Unit would be responsible for ensuring that the initial 

responding officer complied with and properly documented all investigative steps required under 

the CPD Missing Persons GPO.  For example, the Missing Persons Unit would review the file to 

ensure that DNA was properly collected and submitted to the Bureau of Criminal Identification 

and Investigation.   

The Missing Persons Unit would also be responsible for developing and distributing 

information about missing persons using missing persons bulletins, a missing persons website, 

email blasts, and other methods.  The missing persons bulletins should be distributed 

electronically, with a request that they be printed and posted.  The Missing Persons Unit should 

distribute the missing persons bulletins as broadly as possible, which includes all local hospitals 

and coroner’s offices.  The missing persons bulletin should also be distributed to auxiliary 
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officers and school crossing guards due to their widespread location and frequent interaction 

with the community.  The missing persons website is further explained in these 

recommendations.  Email blasts and other methods of communication information should be 

further determined and implemented by the Missing Persons Unit. 

Finally, the Missing Persons Unit will serve as the primary contact point for people 

seeking information about a person reported missing, such as the missing person’s family.  In 

connection with its responsibility to serve as the contact point for people seeking information 

about a person reported missing, the Missing Persons Unit should develop a handout that 

includes next steps in the missing person investigation and resources related to missing persons.  

This handout should be distributed by the initial responding officer to the reporting person, and 

may be distributed by the Missing Persons Unit as appropriate.  A list of available resources 

related to missing persons is attached as Appendix O.  The Commission has not conducted an in-

depth review of these resources, and provides this list as a starting point for further research.   

In order to ensure proper communication between the Missing Persons Unit and the CPD, 

the Missing Persons Unit would be required to provide a weekly report to the CPD’s Chief of 

Police.  

2. Relocate missing persons liaison officer assigned to Record File Section to the 

Fusion Center.  

Currently there is one missing persons liaison assigned to the Record File Section that 

follows up with families who have reported persons missing and facilitates reporting of 

information on missing persons into the required databases.   

Recommendation 

The missing persons liaison should be assigned to office space located within the Fusion 

Center and perform the job duties of the missing persons liaison from within the Fusion Center. 

This would allow more information sharing and collaboration of resources amongst a five county 

region.  In addition, the missing persons liaison should be charged with creating a Missing 

Persons Bulletin that can be distributed to all law enforcement agencies throughout the five 

counties through the Fusion Center.  The creation and distribution of a Missing Persons Bulletin 

through the Fusion Center will provide increased access to information on missing persons 

within a five county region, which will enhance the investigative process.   

3. Revise and update the Missing Persons GPO to include better practices used by 

Comparison Police Departments and create a nationally recognized best practice for 

the investigation of missing persons. 

The Commission has determined that the Missing Persons GPO that is currently in place 

is a good general order.  It is extensive and follows the state of Ohio guidelines.  However, it is a 

long document with many attachments and is not organized as well as it could be. 

Additionally, the current Missing Persons GPO includes information on investigating 

both missing persons (18 and over) and missing children (17 and younger).  The policies and 
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procedures for an investigation of a missing child are often different from the policies and 

procedures for an investigation of a missing person, as required by state law in some cases.   

Recommendation 

Therefore, the Commission recommends that the current Missing Persons GPO be 

divided into two revised general police orders—one that specifically addresses missing persons 

over the age of 18, and another that specifically addresses missing children.  The scope of the 

Commission’s research and review was limited to missing persons.  Accordingly, the 

Commission notes that the Oversight Committee (discussed later in this Report) should ensure 

that an appropriate missing children general police order is drafted, but the below 

recommendations are limited to the better practices related to missing persons investigation.   

Recommendation: Definition of Missing Person 

The Commission recommends that the following definition of missing person be included 

in the revised Missing Persons GPO: 

A person is declared ―missing‖ when his or her whereabouts are unknown and 

unexplained for a period of time deemed highly unusual or suspicious by 

knowledgeable parties, considering the person’s behavior patterns, plans, or 

routines. 

This definition is recommended by the IACP in its model policy and has been adopted by 

several of the Comparison Police Departments, including the City of Bedford Heights Division 

of Police and the Kansas City Police Department.  It will require the CPD to give appropriate 

deference to the judgment of families and loved ones of an individual that is reported missing.  

Additionally, this definition emphasizes the importance of investigating the missing person’s 

behavior patterns, plans, or routines, which will improve the quality of missing persons 

investigations.   

Recommendation: Jurisdiction 

The Commission recommends that the revised Missing Persons GPO expressly require 

all districts to take a report of a missing person, regardless of the location where the person went 

missing or the residence of the missing person.  The Commission recommends the following 

language:  

A person may be reported missing in any district, regardless of the location where 

the missing person was last seen or the residence of the missing person.  The 

initial responding officer will take the missing persons report, regardless of 

jurisdiction.  Upon completion of the missing persons report, the initial 

responding officer will determine the correct jurisdiction, and electronically 

transfer a copy of the missing persons report to the division or law enforcement 

agency that the initial responding officer determines to have jurisdiction.  The 

initial responding officer will also submit the missing persons report to the 

Missing Persons Unit. 
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The Commission heard from the community that it is difficult to determine where to 

report a person missing.  This recommendation alleviates that concern and ensures that no 

reporting person is turned away or frustrated by the reporting process and requires the CPD to 

immediately capture all information about the person reported missing, which allows the CPD to 

respond more quickly.   

Recommendation: No Waiting Period to Report 

The Commission recommends that the revised CPD Missing Persons GPO expressly state 

that there is no waiting period for reporting a person missing.  The Commission recommends 

language similar to that used by the Baltimore Police Department: 

Under no circumstances shall a reporting person be advised that they must wait a 

specific time period before a report can be made.  There is NO waiting period for 

reporting a missing person. 

One of the concerns expressed to the Commission is a belief that the CPD requires a 

certain period of time to pass before a person can be reported missing.  It is the Commission’s 

understanding that this is not accurate and that the CPD currently does not have a waiting period.  

However, expressly prohibiting a waiting period in the revised CPD Missing Persons GPO 

should change this inaccurate perception.   

Recommendation: Customer Service of Initial Responding Officer 

The Commission recommends that the revised CPD Missing Persons GPO expressly 

require the initial responding officer to demonstrate empathy towards the reporting person and 

others encountered during the investigation.  The Commission recommends the following 

language, which is similar to that used by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department: 

Officers will demonstrate empathy at all times towards individuals reporting a 

person missing and others that are interviewed or encountered during the missing 

person investigation.  Additionally, officers will be vigilant in their attempts to 

form positive working partnerships with the families and associates of persons 

reported missing. 

The Commission heard from the community that there is a general concern that 

individuals reporting a person missing are not always treated with empathy.  A negative initial 

response from the CPD could negatively impact the investigation and the working partnership 

between the reporting person and the family.   

Recommendation: Initial Response 

The Commission recommends that the CPD internally review its missing person report 

form and determine whether changes or updates should be made based on the Commission’s 

recommendations or other factors.  The Commission recommends that the revised CPD Missing 

Persons GPO require officers to completely fill in the missing person report form.  As the 

appropriate technology is implemented, the CPD Missing Persons GPO should be updated to 
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require officers to complete an electronic version of the missing persons report form, and submit 

that electronic report using an electronic system, such as email.  

Additionally, the Commission recommends that during the initial contact with the 

reporting person, the initial responding officer provide a handout to the reporting person 

detailing the next steps of the investigation, additional resources related to missing persons, and 

the rights and responsibilities of the reporting person.  This handout should be developed by the 

Missing Persons Unit immediately.  If the Missing Persons Unit is not immediately 

implemented, the CPD should develop this handout immediately.  Additionally, this handout 

should be available in multiple languages.  

Recommendation: Communication with Reporting Systems, the CPD, and Surrounding Suburbs 

The Commission recommends that the revised CPD Missing Persons GPO expressly set 

out the required interaction between the district level investigation and the newly created 

Missing Persons Unit, using language similar to the following for missing adults: 

As soon as possible after completing the initial report, the initial responding officer will 

transfer a copy of the missing person report to the missing persons liaison located in the 

Missing Persons Unit at the Fusion Center.  Immediately upon receiving the report, the 

missing persons liaison will: 

 1) enter all data into the appropriate reporting systems as follows: 

 

a) if the person reported missing is 18, 19 or 20 years old, the missing 

persons liaison will enter all information into the LEADS and NCIC databases 

within two hours from the time the original call is received. 

 

b) if the person reported missing is over the age of 21, and foul play is 

suspected, the missing persons liaison will enter all information into the LEADS 

and NCIC databases immediately upon receipt. 

 

c) if the person reported missing is over the age of 21, and no foul play is 

suspected, the missing persons liaison will enter all information into the LEADS 

and NCIC databases within 30 days of receipt of the report. 

 

d) if the person reported missing is over the age of 21, and evidence of foul 

play is discovered within seven days of receipt of the report (but is not initially 

suspected), the missing persons liaison will enter all information in the LEADS 

and NCIC databases within seven days of receipt of the initial report. 

 

e) if the person reported missing is over the age of 21, and evidence of foul 

play is discovered eight or more days after receipt of the report (but is not initially 

suspected), the missing persons liaison will enter all information in the LEADS 

and NCIC databases within forty-eight hours of discovery of the evidence of foul 

play. 
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f) for all persons reported missing, the missing persons liaison will ensure 

that the senior data conversion operator has entered all information into the RMS 

reporting system. 

 

In addition to the reporting requirements, for all persons reported missing, the 

initial responding officer will request that the Communications Control Section 

initiate a broadcast to all districts immediately.  Additionally, missing persons 

liaison will immediately initiate a teletype to all law enforcement agencies of 

surrounding suburbs. 

The Commission emphasizes the importance of complying with state and federal 

reporting requirements, and recommends the use of the missing persons liaison in order to 

streamline this process and ensure that it is being completed.  The Commission understands that 

a missing persons liaison currently performs similar job functions out of the Record File Section, 

but believes that clearly defining this role in the CPD Missing Persons GPO will improve 

compliance with reporting requirements.  

Recommendation: Investigative Steps 

The Commission recognizes that the current Missing Persons GPO includes a list of 

investigative steps that provide a good starting point for the investigation.  The current Missing 

Persons GPO requires the initial responding officer to contact: (1) the Warrant Unit; (2) the 

Report Intake/Review Unit (to determine if the missing person is in the hospital); (3) the 

Cuyahoga County Coroner’s Office; (4) the Communications Control Section (to determine if 

any vehicle related to the missing person has been towed); (5) the Alzheimer’s Association (if 

dementia or Alzheimer’s is involved); and (6) the Coast Guard (if the person reported missing 

was last seen near a body of water).   

The Commission recommends that the list of required investigative steps be expanded.  

For example, the Chicago Police Department provides officers with 41 investigative steps that 

must be taken.  The initial responding officer should be required to take additional investigative 

steps, including, but not limited to, the following: (1) the names of the persons reported missing 

must be checked against the arrest register; (2) seek written permission from the person 

controlling the residence or vehicle of the missing person in order to gain access to conduct a 

search; (3) collect DNA samples from the person reporting missing, if possible, using such 

resources as the missing person’s toothbrush, hair brush, or pieces of clothing; (4) obtain a 

picture of the person reported missing; and (5) obtain fingerprints of the person reported missing. 

Recommendation: Closing Case 

 The Commission recommends that the Missing Persons GPO expressly require the 

missing persons liaison to enter a follow-up report into the NCIC database, LEADS, and its 

internal RMS system that removes a located person from the system.  The Commission further 

recommends that the CPD maintain its existing policy of verifying the identify of a located 

person by personally interviewing the person, or arranging for a law enforcement agency in the 

jurisdiction where the person is located to visibly verify that the person has been located.   
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In addition, the Commission recommends that the Missing Person GPO state that officers are 

not permitted to force a competent adult to return to a location to which the competent adult does 

not wish to return.  If a competent adult that is reported missing does not want to return, the 

officer should inform the reporting person that the missing person has been located, and is not in 

danger, but should not disclose the located person’s location. 

4. Create a missing persons website. 

There is a perceived lack of collaboration as well as communication between law 

enforcement, media, and those who have reported a person missing.  Although the CPD appears 

to work diligently to recover a missing person, the community is not aware of the CPD’s efforts 

and feels that their loved ones are not being actively searched for.   

Recommendation 

In order to increase public participation and public awareness, it is recommended that the 

CPD create a missing persons website that will provide a way for the community to be more 

aware of, and involved in, missing persons investigations.  This website should enable the public 

to have immediate, searchable access to information on persons reported missing.  However, 

before information (including, but not limited to, a physical description of the missing person, a 

photograph of the missing person, and a description of the location where the missing person was 

last seen) about a person reported missing is posted to the website, the CPD must obtain approval 

from the family of the missing person to post information about the missing person on the 

website.  The website must be maintained and updated on a regular basis.  After the relocation of 

the Missing Persons Liaison to the Fusion Center, the Missing Persons Liaison may be charged 

with maintenance of the website.  The missing persons websites available through the Atlanta 

Police Department and the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department provide good starting 

points for a missing persons website.  

Additionally, as the website is developed, the developers should consider enabling 

multiple levels of access.  The public level of access would not be password protected and would 

provide basic information, and could allow for the public to submit tips and information on 

missing persons.  A law enforcement level of access would be password protected and would 

provide law enforcement agencies from within the five county area served by the Fusion Center 

with access to more detailed information on the investigation.  The law enforcement level of 

access could also allow officers to enter updated information into the website.   

The CPD’s missing persons website should be linked to and with appropriate websites, 

including the websites of other law enforcement agencies, the Ohio Attorney General website, 

and the City of Cleveland’s home page.  The CPD’s missing persons website also should be easy 

to locate from the CPD’s main webpage.   

5. Revise and update the Sex Crimes GPO to include better practices used by 

Comparison Police Departments and create a nationally recognized best practice for 

the investigation of sex crimes. 

The Commission believes that the CPD has a tremendous opportunity to be a leader in 

developing nationally recognized policies and procedures for sex crimes investigations, and to 
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take a leadership role in establishing a model policy to be used by the Ohio Attorney General, in 

a manner similar to the existing OAG Missing Persons Best Practices Protocol.   

As a result the Commission recommends that the CPD revise and update its Sex Crimes 

GPO as detailed below. 

Recommendation: Comprehensive Policy 

The current Sex Crimes GPO mainly focuses on evidence collection techniques, and 

provides little guidance on the comprehensive investigation.  The Commission recommends that 

the scope of the Sex Crimes GPO be significantly expanded to provide comprehensive guidance 

on the investigative procedure from the initial report to the conclusion of the case. 

Recommendation: Initial Response 

The Commission recognizes the difficulty in training all patrol officers to respond to a 

sex crime report with the express skill-set required to respond to a crime of this nature.  It may 

not be feasible to train all patrol officers on the unique needs of a sex crime victim.  

The Commission recommends that the responsibility of the patrol officer that initially 

responds to a report of a sex crime be limited so that the sensitive parts of the investigation are 

handled by a specially trained Sex Crimes Unit detective.  The Commission recommends that the 

revised Sex Crimes GPO include a requirement similar to the Columbus Division of Police (and 

incorporating some language from the Baltimore Police Department): 

The patrol officer may be the primary responder to a report of a sex crime.  The 

patrol officer must maintain a high level of sensitivity to the victim and show the 

utmost regard to for a victim’s physical and emotional well-being.  The patrol 

officer’s responsibilities are limited to: (1) caring for the victim’s immediate 

medical needs; (2) obtaining all information necessary to protect and secure 

potential evidence; (3) ascertaining jurisdiction; and (4) identifying suspects.  The 

patrol officer should limit the interview of the victim to the questions required to 

handle the patrol officer’s responsibilities.  The patrol officer should contact the 

Sex Crimes Unit detective as soon as possible, and the Sex Crimes Unit detective 

should conduct any in-depth interview or investigation. 

Limiting the patrol officer’s responsibilities allows the patrol officer to take immediate 

action on tasks that the patrol officer is well-trained to complete, while recognizing that the 

sensitive nature of sex crimes requires specialized training.  This recommendation also 

eliminates the gap in time that currently exists between when a sex crime is reported and when 

the Sex Crimes Unit responds to the sex crime report.   

The Commission recognizes that this recommendation may require additional resources, 

such as a Sex Crimes Unit that is operational 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and 

recommends that the required additional resources be allocated to the Sex Crimes Unit.   
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Recommendation: Rapid Response 

The Commission is aware that, if the patrol officer’s responsibilities are limited, the Sex 

Crimes Unit and other specialists will need to be called in sooner.  Therefore, the Commission 

recommends that the CPD establish a rapid response team that responds to certain sex crimes 

cases, such as those involving a stranger or those that are immediately reported.  The Austin 

Police Department’s policy provides an example of triggers that require a rapid response; the 

triggers include a report of a sex crime that involves a home invasion, a serial rapist, or the arrest 

of a suspect for a felony charge.  The rapid response team should consist of a representative of 

the Sex Crimes Unit and a professionally trained victim advocate.  The patrol officer should 

immediately contact the Sex Crimes Unit and involve the rapid response team in the response to 

a reported sex crime as soon as possible.   

Recommendation: Interaction with Hospital 

The Commission understands that it is the current practice of the CPD to take certain 

victims to one of the local hospitals that has a SANE Unit.  SANE nurses examine victims of 

sexual assault and collect forensic evidence.  The forensic evidence is packaged in a secure 

container, known as a ―rape kit,‖ that is collected by a patrol officer.  The current Sex Crimes 

GPO describes the process that the patrol officer must use to maintain the chain of custody so 

that the rape kit is admissible as evidence in a potential future trial.   

The Commission recommends that the revised Sex Crimes GPO require the initial 

responding officer and/or the Sex Crimes Unit detective to advise all victims of the hospitals 

with SANE units and transport all victims of recent (within the past 96 hours) sex crimes to the 

closest hospital with a SANE Unit, unless the victim objects.  The Commission further 

recommends that the existing requirements related to the chain of custody remain in the revised 

Sex Crimes GPO.  More information about SANE Units is attached as Appendix Q.   

Recommendation: Forensic Evidence 

The existing Sex Crimes GPO provides extensive guidance on the proper techniques for 

obtaining forensic evidence from a victim of a sex crime.  The Commission recommends that 

these procedures be reviewed and, if they represent the best practices for evidence collection, be 

incorporated into the revised Sex Crimes GPO in a condensed format.   

The Commission further recommends that the Sex Crimes GPO expressly require that the 

Sex Crimes Unit detective immediately submit forensic evidence to a certified crime lab for 

processing in cases if the Sex Crimes Unit detective determines, after consultation with the 

Police Legal Advisor (described in recommendation 12, below), that forensic evidence would be 

useful to an investigation or prosecution.  The Sex Crimes Unit detective must immediately 

submit forensic evidence to a certified crime lab if the suspect is unknown (because forensic 

evidence could identify the suspect) or if the suspect denies sexual contact with the victim 

(because forensic evidence could confirm or deny that sexual contact did occur).  In all other 

cases, the Sex Crimes Unit must use reasonable discretion, in consultation with the Police Legal 

Advisor, to determine whether forensic evidence would be useful to an investigation or 

prosecution.   
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Recommendation: Customer Service 

During its field experience, the Commission learned that the Sex Crimes Unit has a close 

working relationship with the Cleveland Rape Crisis Center.  Both the Sex Crimes Unit and the 

Cleveland Rape Crisis Center expressed an understanding of the importance of that relationship 

and a desire to see it develop further.  However, it is the Commission’s understanding that 

information on available resources is not uniformly distributed to victims.  The community 

expressed a lack of understanding of available resources and next steps in the investigative 

process. 

The Commission recommends that the Sex Crimes Unit develop handouts that contain 

information on the next steps in the investigative process, information on available resources, 

and the rights and responsibilities of the victim.  These handouts should be distributed to victims 

and their families by the Sex Crimes Unit detectives as well as the initial responders.  The Austin 

Police Department and the Atlanta Police Department are each required to provide similar 

information to victims.  A list of available resources for victims of sex crimes is attached as 

Appendix P.  The Commission has not conducted an in-depth review of these resources, and 

provides this list as a starting point for further research.   

Recommendation:  Victim Advocacy 

The importance of victim advocacy is highlighted throughout this Report.  The Commission 

recognizes the value of involving a victim advocate in the process of investigating a sex crime.  

A victim advocate who responds to sex crimes is trained in crisis intervention, rape trauma 

syndrome, and the resources available to victims.  A victim advocate can help further explain the 

criminal justice process and provide empathy to the victim and their family.  The advocate can 

often assist the police in communicating with the victim. 

The Commission recommends that the revised Sex Crimes GPO state that any officer and/or 

detective responding to a sex crime explain the role of the victim advocate, and help access an 

advocate if the victim wants one.  Advocates from CRCC are available and on-call 24/7 to meet 

with victims at any hospital or police station in the County.  Advocates from CRCC and 

Cuyahoga County Witness/Victim Service Center work with victims throughout the entire 

criminal justice process. 

Recommendation: Technology 

The Commission understands that there are certain technological improvements being 

made in the Sex Crimes Unit, including the installation of updated software.  The Commission 

recommends that the revised Sex Crimes GPO include requirements that all persons involved in 

the reporting, investigating, and follow-up of sex crimes cases check their email on a regular 

basis, use the web-based electronic case management system (described in recommendation 7, 

below), and utilize laptops and portable printers to increase efficiency when out in the field.  The 

Commission’s recommendations on technology for the Sex Crimes Unit are below; this 

recommendation requires the Sex Crimes Unit to utilize that technology.  
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Recommendation:  Sex Crimes Manual 

The Commission recommends that the Sex Crimes Manual be updated to reflect the changes 

to the GPO and other recommendations made by the Commission, and better practices identified 

within the comparison cities.  The Sex Crimes Manual should be reviewed in conjunction with 

the Sex Crimes GPO and revised as warranted. 

6. Immediately implement a communications system in the Sex Crimes Unit to provide 

victims more timely access to detectives and to give detectives better options to 

contact victims. 

In order to continually increase victim reporting and participation, it is imperative that 

victims be able to contact detectives in the Sex Crimes Unit to communicate and report time-

sensitive information.   

Recommendation 

It is the Commission’s recommendation that detectives in the CPD’s Sex Crimes Unit, 

immediately be provided with improved communications systems that enable victims and their 

families to easily contact detectives.  The Commission suggests that the City consider 

communications systems such as City-issued cell phones or smart phones, email access, and 

additional technology.  The Commission understands that some of this technology may be in 

place or in progress.  If there are communications systems in place that are not being effectively 

utilized, the Commission recommends training on the use of the communications systems and 

integration of the communication systems into the Sex Crimes Unit’s policies and procedures.  

Additionally, the appropriate general police orders, including the Sex Crimes GPO, should be 

updated to require officers to use all technology that is implemented in an appropriate and 

efficient manner.   

The immediate implementation of improved communications systems will facilitate 

victim reporting as well as offender accountability.   

7. Implement web-based electronic case management system in the Sex Crimes Unit. 

The use of technology can increase the efficiency of law enforcement agencies, as seen in 

some of the Comparison Police Departments.  Filing of web-based electronic reports increases 

productivity as well as accountability.  The less time detectives use to complete handwritten 

reports, send multiple facsimiles, or otherwise use outdated technology, the more time detectives 

can spend investigating criminal acts.  Currently, the Sex Crimes Unit receives all reports via 

facsimile and in some instances, it may take up to 48 hours for a case to be assigned to a 

detective.  All cases are logged manually by the supervisor and the log is reviewed on a regular 

basis.  If a victim, law enforcement agent, attorney, or prosecutor calls the Sex Crimes Unit for 

information on a particular case, the individual answering the phone (unless the caller goes into 

the general voicemail) must physically look up the pertinent information in the log book to 

ascertain which detective is assigned to the case.  Once the name of the detective is known, the 

person must then go to the detective’s desk to locate the file.  This is not an effective use of time 

or resources.. 
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Recommendation 

In order to increase the efficiency within the Sex Crimes Unit, the entire unit should 

implement an electronic case management system.  This would allow for more timely receipt of 

reports from first responders, assignment of cases to the various detectives, evaluation of 

caseload of each detective, follow-up on cases, and response to inquiries.  If all case information 

within the Sex Crimes Unit were available electronically, information could be communicated 

and disseminated in a much more effective manner.  

8. Improve the physical environment for victims making sex crimes reports and 

statements at the district level and in the Sex Crimes Unit. 

A victim of a sex crime is under extreme emotional stress at the time of reporting.  Based 

on the Commission’s field experiences, the physical environment of the locations where a victim 

is likely to report a sex crime, or make a statement about a sex crime (the Sex Crimes Unit, 

district police stations, and the Justice Center) are not inviting, warm or comforting.  These 

locations do not provide a physical environment that encourages or supports victims when filing 

reports.  Victims should not have to speak to a police officer through a window or in an open 

area where the conversation is easily overheard to report that they are the victim of a sex crime.   

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the Sex Crimes Unit be immediately relocated to a 

temporary location that is victim-friendly and neutral, such as 205 St. Clair Avenue.  The 

Commission recommends that the guiding principles for the redesign of the Sex Crimes Unit are 

that the Sex Crimes Unit: (1) be as comfortable as possible for the victim; (2) be equipped with 

updated technology; and (3) be set-up to maximize the efficiency of the detectives.  Additionally, 

the relocated Sex Crimes Unit should include an interview room equipped with tape and video 

recording technology and furnished with comfortable living-room style furniture.  The 

Commission recommends that changes to the physical environment be made within 12 months 

from the date of this Report.   

At the district level, each police station should create a private area so that a victim 

reporting a sex crime can feel a sense of privacy and security.   

It is the Commission’s understanding that Cleveland is exploring the idea of a Family 

Justice Center that would house all services related to family violence, similar to the San Diego 

Family Justice Center.  As the Family Justice Center develops, the CPD should re-evaluate 

locating the Sex Crimes Unit within the Family Justice Center.   

9. Provide an administrative professional to serve as office personnel in the Sex Crimes 

Unit. 

Detectives in the Sex Crimes Unit currently spend significant time processing paperwork.  

A detective’s time is too valuable to be spent performing administrative and clerical tasks such 

as answering telephones, taking messages, time-keeping, filing, scheduling interviews, and 

attending to computer hardware and software issues.  Instead, an investigating detective’s time is 

best utilized investigating crimes and following up on leads. 
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Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of this Commission that an administrative professional be 

assigned/employed within the Sex Crimes Unit to handle the various administrative functions so 

that the detectives may utilize their time more efficiently and effectively.  The administrative 

professional’s responsibilities could also include picking up rape kits from hospitals, a function 

currently performed by patrol officers.  Although there are concerns with respect to access and 

handling of confidential information, the same process used within the district offices can be 

utilized within the unit.  This recommendation will also warrant collaboration with the Cleveland 

Police Patrolmen’s Association during the upcoming union negotiations, and possibly with the 

City’s Civil Service Commission.  

10. Dedicate a detective from the Sex Crimes Unit to work on the newly created Violent 

Crimes Task Force under the jurisdiction of the Federal Bureau of Investigation.  

The FBI has established a Violent Crimes Task Force in its Cleveland Office. This task 

force will address patterns of cross-jurisdictional violent crime in northeast Ohio and provide 

assistance to local law enforcement agencies.  The FBI requested the participation of one deputy 

from the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department and one officer from the CPD on the task force. 

The Commission was informed the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Office has assigned a deputy, and 

no response has yet been received from the CPD.   

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the CPD assign one of their Sex Crimes Unit 

detectives to work with the Violent Crimes Task Force.  This will facilitate a better 

understanding of local sex crimes within the Violent Crimes Task Force, and encourage a close 

working relationship between the CPD, the FBI, and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Office. 

11. Expand of the City of Cleveland Municipal Prosecutor’s Domestic Violence Unit to 

include sex crimes. 

Currently, the Cleveland Sex Crimes Unit detectives refer all cases to a City of Cleveland 

Municipal Prosecutor (―City Prosecutor‖) for a determination of probable cause for criminal 

charges - felony or misdemeanor.  If the City Prosecutor determines that sufficient evidence 

exists, the City Prosecutor will issue charging documents, called ―papers.‖  On the other hand, if 

the City Prosecutor determines that the evidence presented is insufficient for a probable cause 

finding, no papers are issued, and a reason should be given as to they were not.  When papers are 

issued, the Sex Crimes Unit detective then presents the papers to the County prosecutor, who 

arranges for presentation to the grand jury.  The grand jury hears the evidence and determines if 

it is sufficient for an indictment of a criminal defendant.   

The City’s Department of Law currently has, within the City Prosecutor’s Office, a 

Domestic Violence Unit (―DVU‖) comprised of prosecutors and an advocate whose sole function 

is reviewing  domestic violence cases and issuing charges where probable cause is found.  This is 

a specialized group that has ongoing day-to-day experience and training specifically in handling 

domestic violence cases.  This specialization increases the likelihood that cases presented for 
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charges result in more timely and effective (trial-ready) charges presented to the grand jury for 

indictment. 

Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Commission that the DVU be expanded to include sex 

crimes.  The combined unit would then be known as the Domestic Violence and Sex Crimes Unit 

(―DVSCU‖).  With the expansion of the DVU to the DVSCU, several new City prosecutors with 

specialized training on the investigation and prosecution of sex crimes should be assigned to the 

DVSCU, as well as one or two professionally trained advocates with specialized training in 

working with victims of sex crimes.  Additional administrative and paralegal support will also be 

required.   

The DVSCU would review and assist with sex crimes cases as the DVU currently does 

with domestic violence cases.  Further, by adding professionally trained victim advocates, sex 

crimes victims would be immediately provided with the resources needed to guide them through 

the criminal process.  The immediate availability of a professionally trained advocate will 

increase the victim’s understanding and comfort with the legal system.  Additionally, the 

professionally trained advocate will be able to help the victim with health care, employment, and 

child care issues.  The lack of understanding of the legal system and the victim’s inability to 

obtain assistance with health care, employment, and child care issues have each been identified 

by the Commission as deterrents to victims reporting and/or prosecuting sex crimes.   

The City should periodically evaluate whether the expansion of the DVU to the DVSCU 

has resulted in an increase of victims moving forward to prosecution as well as consider the  

number of prosecutions that result in convictions on the indicted counts and the number of 

indicted counts in individual cases.  The Commission recommends that this evaluation take place 

at least once every 12 months, but not more than 24 months should elapse without such an 

evaluation having been conducted, after the expansion of the DVU to the DVSCU.   

12. Cleveland Department of Law should provide a City Prosecutor to serve as Police 

Legal Advisor (“PLA”) to the Sex Crimes Unit for consultation and case 

preparation review. 

Detectives within the Sex Crimes Unit are under tremendous pressure to perform on 

behalf of victims – children and adults – and to ensure that offenders are held accountable.  The 

day-to-day activities can be further enhanced by having immediate access to legal counsel 

throughout the process of investigation, interviewing, and case preparation. 

Recommendation 

With the expansion of the City Prosecutor’s Office’s Domestic Violence Unit to include 

sex crimes investigations, the City Prosecutor should also assign, on a full-time basis, a 

prosecutor from the expanded Domestic Violence and Sex Crimes Unit to provide day-to-day 

legal advice to the Sex Crimes Unit in the capacity of a PLA.  The PLA would have an office 

within the Sex Crimes Unit and work with the detectives on a daily basis as part of the team by 

providing on-going legal advice and consultation to the detectives regarding investigations, 

evidence collection, case preparation and prosecution.  The PLA should rotate on a 
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monthly/quarterly basis with other prosecutors of the expanded Domestic Violence and Sex 

Crimes Unit.  Assigning City prosecutors to the Sex Crimes Unit as PLAs will increase the 

effectiveness of the Sex Crimes Unit.  

13. Renegotiate the Collective Bargaining Agreement between the City of Cleveland and 

the Cleveland Police Patrolmen’s Association (the “CBA”) to allow the assignment 

of officers into the Sex Crimes Unit based on skill-set, performance, and experience.   

Under the CBA in place through March 31, 2010, the Chief of Police is required to fill 

one-half of the vacancies in the Sex Crimes Unit based on seniority, and is permitted to fill one-

half of the vacancies without regard to seniority.  The Commission has determined that an 

individual’s unique experiences, drive, and skill-set are qualities that determine whether a 

detective will be effective in the Sex Crimes Unit.  Thus, seniority picks may not result in the 

most qualified officers being placed in the Sex Crimes Unit, which would negatively impact the 

overall effectiveness of the Sex Crimes Unit. 

Moreover, under the current CBA, selections into the Narcotics Unit and the Organized 

Crime-Intelligence Unit are permitted to be made without regard to seniority.  Similarly treating 

the Sex Crimes Unit, under a renegotiated CBA, would only serve to improve the investigation 

of sex crimes in Cleveland. 

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that all assignments into the Sex Crimes Unit be made 

based on an assessment of an officer’s skill-set, performance, and experience.  All officers 

should be interviewed in order to determine the skills each officer possesses.  Questions eliciting 

an officer’s desire and enthusiasm to work in the Sex Crimes Unit, communication skills, and 

victim sensitivity should be asked.  Additionally, an officer’s experiences should be considered, 

including the officer’s level of education, any specialized training, or prior assignment in an 

investigative unit.  This multifactor analysis will allow the Chief of Police to make appropriate 

selections that will ensure that the Sex Crimes Unit is supported by the most qualified detectives.  

Changing the selection process will align the CPD with other Comparison Police 

Departments.  For example, the Austin Police Department selects detectives to the Sex Crimes 

Unit and Missing Persons Unit based on a desire to investigate, work experience, interpersonal 

skills, and general reputation as a detective.  Similarly, the Virginia Beach Police Department 

selects detectives to the Special Victims Unit and the Investigative Division of the Missing 

Persons Unit based on a written statement of interest, review of the personnel file, and a 

supervisor’s recommendation. 

14. Review the Memorandum of Understanding between the Cuyahoga County 

Department of Children and Family Services regarding referrals to the CPD’s Sex 

Crimes Unit. 

It is the Commission’s understanding that the Cuyahoga County Department of Children 

and Family Services (―DCFS‖) and the CPD entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 

(―MOU‖), in accordance with the requirements of Section 2151.421 of the Ohio Revised Code. 
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The Commission further understands that the MOU only requires DCFS to report 

emergency cases of physical and sexual child abuse and neglect to the Sex Crimes Unit.  

However, it is the Commission’s understanding that DCFS’s current practice is to send all 

referrals received, regardless of the degree of emergency, to the CPD’s Sex Crimes Unit.  The 

Commission expects that the purpose of forwarding the referrals is to enhance and foster 

communication and collaboration between the two organizations and to increase the likelihood 

that criminal patterns will be detected.   

However, the Sex Crimes Unit receives over 1,000 referrals each month from DCFS.  

When the DCFS referrals are combined with the existing caseload, the  Sex Crimes Unit does not 

have the necessary resources to review the referrals and input the data from the referrals into the 

Records Management System.  Therefore, the Commission has determined that the current 

process is not the most effective method and appears not to be achieving the desired outcomes. 

Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of this Commission that the MOU between DCFS and the CPD 

be revisited within three months from the date of this Report to determine: (i) the necessity of 

forwarding all DCFS referrals to the Sex Crimes Unit; (ii) the type of referrals that should be 

forwarded to the Sex Crimes Unit; and (iii) the most effective means to forward the referrals 

electronically.  Under the revised MOU, DCFS should be responsible for triaging the referrals 

received and sending only the most serious referrals to the CPD.  The Commission recommends 

that the revised MOU contain detailed criteria that DCFS must use to determine which referrals 

should be sent to the CPD.   

Additionally, the revised MOU should require improved interfacing technology between 

the DCFS computer system and the CPD’s Record Management System.  The interfacing 

technology should enable DCFS to directly input information into the CPD’s Record 

Management System so that the Cleveland Sex Crimes Unit can more easily detect a pattern of 

crimes involving sexual acts.  During the realignment and/or negotiation of the MOU, the parties 

should also consider utilizing the Fusion Center to help coordinate and facilitate the data intake.  

This would allow the members of the Fusion Center to have immediate access to the data in ―real 

time‖ and analyze any potential criminal patterns.  This would also allow the CPD to access and 

interpret the data in real time.  Creating an interface that allows the DCFS computer system to 

interact directly with the CPD’s Record Management System will better accomplish the goal of 

the MOU.   

15. Implement mandatory training on best practices in report taking and investigation 

of missing persons and sex crimes. 

It is the Commission’s understanding that there is currently no regular mandatory training 

on best practices for taking initial reports or investigating missing persons and sex crimes outside 

of the Ohio Peace Officer Training Academy.  The lack of regular required training in these 

areas was a concern expressed to the Commission from multiple sources during the 

Commission’s field experience, interviews, and focus groups.  The Sex Crimes Unit did indicate 

that it has an informal practice of providing feedback to patrol officers submitting initial reports 
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that are especially helpful or especially unhelpful.  The Commission recognizes that this is a 

good practice; however, it should be formalized.  

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that all CPD personnel that have a role in the process of 

taking reports on, and investigating, cases involving missing persons and sex crimes be required 

to participate in additional training every three years on best practices in report taking and 

investigation.  These personnel include, but are not limited to, police officers and dispatchers.  

The required training must include a review and explanation of the requirements of the CPD 

Missing Person GPO and the CPD Sex Crimes GPO.  Additionally, the required training should 

emphasize the important role first responders play in establishing rapport with victims and/or 

their families, which significantly contributes to their full participation in the criminal justice 

process.  In relation to missing persons, this training will also include training on when and how 

to utilize the Community Emergency Response Team (―CERT‖) to assist with missing person 

searches and on DNA collection.  In relation to sex crimes, this training will also include training 

on the use of computers to search for perpetrator information. 

In order to minimize cost and maximize the number of officers that can receive the 

training, this training can be done by video or computer to facilitate access to the training at 

different times.  For example, computer based sex crime training is available through the Sexual 

Assault Training & Investigations website http://www.mysati.com.  The Commission has not 

conducted an in-depth review of this training, and references it only as an example and starting 

point for further research. 

The appropriate personnel must review the required training annually to determine if it 

needs to be updated based on revisions to the Missing Persons GPO and Sex Crimes GPO.  

During this review, the appropriate personnel must also consider whether the training needs to be 

updated based on better practices or better trainings that have been developed.  

16. Create and deliver training to all CPD personnel on customer service in order to  

improve the interaction between the public and the CPD, and the public’s 

perception of the CPD.   

The Commission recognizes that eroding confidence in, and image of, law enforcement is 

a national issue.  Additionally, the Commission recognizes that this lack of confidence in law 

enforcement is much higher across the country in urban areas with high concentrations of 

minorities.  Based on the Commission’s field experience, interviews, focus groups, and 

community forums, the Commission has identified public confidence in the CPD and the image 

of the CPD as issues that can be improved upon.  The Commission notes that the way that 

citizens feel about the way the police treat them affects their level of respect for the law and the 

police.  Officers cannot be effective in their work without the confidence and trust of the citizens. 

Recommendation 

The CPD should immediately create and implement a training program that reinforces the 

importance of all CPD personnel being courteous and friendly to citizens during all interactions.  

http://www.mysati.com/
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The training should also emphasize the importance of responding quickly and professionally to 

all requests for assistance. 

Additionally, the training should educate personnel about the negative effects of trauma 

and how officers’ attentiveness to victims can have a positive effect, not only for the victim but 

for the image of the CPD.  The training should instruct officers to make fairness their guide in 

decision-making interactions with citizens wherever possible. Fairness is the most powerful 

predictor of the public’s confidence and support for the police. 

17. Provide training on unique issues facing marginalized populations to police officers 

and dispatchers.  

Cleveland is a diverse city.  Based on the Commission’s focus groups and community 

forums, the Commission has determined that marginalized populations are often underserved due 

to language barriers, cultural barriers, and a lack of understanding by the CPD of the issues 

facing marginalized populations.   

Recommendations 

The CPD should immediately identify marginalized populations within the City 

including, but not limited to, people with addictions, mental illness, and/or developmental 

disabilities, homeless persons, immigrant populations, persons who do not speak English as a 

first language, and lesbian/gay/bi-sexual/transgender/questioning persons.  After identifying 

marginalized groups, the CPD should identify obstacles or barriers these populations encounter 

when attempting to access criminal justice services, and develop solutions to overcome them. 

The CPD should create a training that informs the police officers and dispatchers about the 

obstacles marginalized populations face and ways that police officers and dispatchers can 

minimize those obstacles.  Training related to marginalized populations should be provided to 

police officers and dispatchers at least once every two years.  The first training related to 

marginalized populations should be provided within 12 months, but no longer than 24 months, 

from the date of this Report.  

The CPD should utilize community experts within, or working with, these populations to 

create and deliver training to all officers.  Many of these organizations would welcome the 

opportunity to participate in this training at little or no cost. 

18. Contract with an external agency to conduct an initial audit of CPD’s operations for 

quality assurance twelve months after implementing the Commission’s 

recommendations. 

The Commission has determined that additional procedures to monitor the effectiveness 

of the CPD in the areas of sex crimes investigations and missing persons investigations will 

improve the quality of those investigations.   

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the Civilian Police Review Board, on behalf of the 

CPD, contract with an external agency to conduct an initial audit of CPD’s operations for quality 
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assurance.  Safety and security audits are a tool utilized by forward-thinking law enforcement 

organizations to gain valuable information from the communities they serve and the 

organizations with which they partner.  The product of these audits is recommendations to 

improve the organization, similar to the work completed by the Commission.  The benefit of 

contracting with an external agency performing safety and security audits is the experience and 

expertise they bring to the process, along with having no preexisting relationship to the 

organization or community being audited.  An example of such an agency is Praxis International, 

located in St. Paul, Minnesota.  The Commission has not conducted an in-depth review of this 

agency, and references it only as an example and starting point for further research. 

19. Utilize the Civilian Police Review Board as an oversight body to review the CPD’s 

handling of missing persons and sex crimes investigations on an ongoing basis. 

Reports of missing persons and sex crimes will continue long after the date of this 

Report; therefore, it is imperative that the City remains focused on continually improving the 

quality of its investigations.  

The Civilian Police Review Board (―Review Board‖) was created in 1984 following a 

City Charter Amendment voted on by the citizens of Cleveland. The Review Board consists of 

seven civilian members appointed by the Mayor and approved by City Council.  The Review 

Board is currently responsible for reviewing complaints, investigating incidents of alleged police 

misconduct, and recommending any necessary discipline.  In addition, the Review Board reviews 

matters brought to its attention by the Director of Public Safety.  

Recommendation 

This Commission recommends that the Director of Public Safety direct the Review Board 

to oversee the CPD’s handling of missing persons and sex crimes investigations on an on-going 

basis.  The CPD should provide quarterly reports and regular updates to the Review Board on the 

status of investigations, case-loads, victim participation, prosecution, and any other items 

deemed of material concern by the Review Board that impact the day-to-day operations of the 

Sex Crimes Unit and newly created Missing Persons Unit.  The Commission also recommends 

that the current vacancy on the Review Board be filled by a professionally trained victim 

advocate or social worker with experience in the area of assisting victims of sex crimes and/or 

missing persons.  At least one seat on the Review Board should at all times be held by a 

professionally trained victim advocate or social worker with experience dealing with victims of 

sex crimes and/or missing persons.   

20. Contract with an external agency to survey the community’s perception of the CPD 

and provide feedback twelve months after implementing the Commission’s 

recommendations. 

The Commission, in this Report, has emphasized the importance of a positive relationship 

between the community and the CPD, and provided recommendations for continuous 

improvement of this relationship.  The Commission notes that there seems to be some disconnect 

between how the CPD thinks that the community perceives it and how the community actually 

perceives the CPD.   

http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/clevelandcodes/cco_charter_25.html
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Recommendation 

In order to ensure that the relationship between the community and the CPD is improving 

based on the steps taken by the CPD in response to this Report and otherwise, the Commission 

recommends that the Review Board, on behalf of the CPD, contract with an external agency 

twelve months after implementing the Commission’s recommendations to determine whether the 

community’s perception of the CPD is improving.  

It is important that the survey be conducted by an external agency to avoid any 

perception of bias.  The Commission recognizes that an external agency with expertise in 

community surveys is in the best position to determine the appropriate methodology for such a 

survey.  However, the Commission recommends that the external agency’s methodology include 

random phone interviews and in-person interviews of community members.  Additionally, the 

Commission emphasizes the importance of obtaining feedback from marginalized populations, 

including, but not limited to, persons with addictions, mental illness, and/or developmental 

disabilities, homeless persons, immigrant populations, persons who do not speak English as a 

first language, and lesbian/gay/bi-sexual/transgender/questioning persons.   

The survey should evaluate at least such issues as whether the community trusts the CPD 

and views the CPD as an ally, whether the community feels comfortable reporting crimes to the 

CPD, and whether the community perceives that the CPD responds to certain groups differently 

based on location within city, race, gender, addiction, and other factors.  The external agency 

may, at the direction of the Oversight Committee appointed to monitor the CPD’s 

implementation of the Commission’s recommendations (described in the Implementation 

section, below), evaluate additional issues relevant to the community’s perception of the CPD. 

21. Complete a caseload evaluation in the Sex Crimes Unit twelve months after 

implementing the Commission’s recommendations. 

Currently the Sex Crimes Unit has approximately 10 active detectives, each with an 

average case load of approximately 30 cases.  We are unable to determine whether this is a 

reasonable case load in comparison to other law enforcement agencies due to differences in how 

sex crimes are classified and recorded, how sex crimes units are structured, and technology and 

interaction with other agencies that may increase efficiencies.  None of the Comparison Police 

Departments is structured similarly enough to the CPD to allow an effective analysis.  The 

Commission heard conflicting feedback from interviewees regarding the caseload of the Sex 

Crimes Unit detectives.   

Recommendation 

At least 12 months, but not longer than 24 months, after the implementation of these 

recommendations, including oversight by the Review Board, the Commission recommends that 

the Review Board conduct an audit and evaluation of the caseload of the detectives within the 

Sex Crimes Unit as well as the Missing Persons Unit to determine whether the caseload per 

detective is appropriate.  The Review Board should consult with external agencies to obtain data 

on the caseload of other police departments and on best practices regarding caseload.  If the 

Review Board determines that the caseload is not appropriate, the Review Board should make 



63 
 

and implement appropriate recommendations to ensure caseload properly balances cost and 

investigative power. 

22. Continue to support criminal justice initiatives that are currently underway in 

Cleveland and the County. 

The mission of the Northeastern Ohio Regional Fusion Center is ―to facilitate and 

enhance the level of inter-agency communications, intelligence analysis, and information sharing 

among federal, state, and local stakeholders and the public and private sectors.‖ The Fusion 

Center is not a law enforcement agency; however it presents significant opportunity for analysis 

of information across physical borders and various levels of government. 

The Cuyahoga County Justice Reform Initiative will streamline the processing of certain 

felony cases, which will conserve resources that can then be utilized to address the most serious 

cases. This initiative will also decrease the costs of incarceration.  More information on the 

Cuyahoga County Justice Reform Initiative is available through its website at 

http://jsr.cuyahogacounty.us/en-US/about-jsr.aspx.  

The Cuyahoga County Sexual Assault Response Team (―SART‖) is a consortium of 

professionals who provide direct services (i.e. medical care, counseling, advocacy and justice 

system assistance) to individuals who have been sexually assaulted and represent organizations 

that provide services related to special populations. The goal of SART is to improve 

communication and coordination among these disciplines, establish more Sexual Assault Nurse 

Examiner (SANE) Units throughout the county, improve the evidence collection process (as 

determined by whether evidence is admissible at trial), increase prosecution rates, and advocate 

for greater understanding of SART and how it operates. 

A Family Justice Center is in the planning process in Cleveland.  The goal of the Family 

Justice Center is to coordinate services for victims of violent crimes in one location. This will 

ensure that advocates, police, prosecutors and other social service providers are available in a 

peaceful and pleasant environment.  The San Diego Family Justice Center should serve as an 

example as Cleveland pursues this service.  More information about the San Diego Family 

Justice Center is available at http://www.sandiego.gov/sandiegofamilyjusticecenter/.  

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the CPD utilize the Fusion Center to analyze 

information about missing persons, which will help the CPD discover patterns in missing persons 

reports.  

The Commission recommends continued general support for the County Justice Reform 

Initiative, SART, and the Family Justice Center, by providing appropriate personnel and funding 

if necessary and available.  The Commission also specifically recommends participation by the 

CPD at the bi-monthly SART meetings along with adoption of ―best practices‖ created or 

recommended by SART. 

 

http://jsr.cuyahogacounty.us/en-US/about-jsr.aspx
http://www.sandiego.gov/sandiegofamilyjusticecenter/
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23. Implement a community awareness, relations, and education campaign. 

During community forums held by the Commission, citizens frequently commented that 

they felt disconnected from the police working in their neighborhoods and that they were 

concerned that the CPD’s permits unresponsiveness and unsympathetic treatment of reporting 

persons.     

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that CPD launch a public awareness, relations, and 

education campaign to combat these concerns. The campaign should be multi-faceted and 

include use of billboards, Channel 20, the internet, various media outlets, and other methods of 

communication. The campaign should identify and disseminate a multi-part message that would 

encourage individuals in the community to report crime to the CPD with greater frequency. This 

message must include assurance to citizens that those reporting crimes will be believed and their 

reports will be acted on without any undue scrutiny of the reporting person. In addition, the 

campaign should make citizens aware that the safety of their neighborhoods is only assured 

through the participation of community members in reporting the criminal activity they see, 

crimes they experience, and those persons who are missing. 

The Australian Federal Police has engaged in missing persons awareness campaigns that 

target specific populations over a period of several years. In 2007, the focus of the public 

awareness campaign was the link between missing persons and mental illness. The campaign 

tagline was ―How do you find someone, when they struggle to find themselves.‖  Other 

campaign components included television spots, posters, postcards, and outdoor advertisement. 

Austin, Texas created a powerful public service video to encourage reporting of sex 

crimes to police.  The video includes victims talking about their attack and not knowing who to 

tell. The message is for victims to call 911 and the final image is police officers standing beside 

the victims of sex crimes. This was distributed via the internet and cable television.  A similar 

campaign, augmented by billboards and other media, could increase public confidence and the 

reporting of sex crimes in Cleveland. 

A public service campaign could be either a broad message that the CPD will support 

citizens who report crimes, or a message specific to missing persons and sexual assault. The 

Commission believes that a significant effort must be made to reach out to the community and 

begin to build bridges between police and the public. The Commission recommends that this 

public awareness campaign be facilitated by the City’s Community Relations Board. 

In addition, the Commission recommends the CPD better publicize and utilize the 

community meetings and safety fairs currently being held in the districts. The Commission also 

recommends that the CPD partner more closely with neighborhood Community Development 

Corporations (―CDCs‖) as these organizations often focus on crime and safety issues and can be 

a conduit to reaching neighborhood residents. Comments made by citizens attending the 

community forums made it clear to the Commission that many in the community are not aware 

of opportunities to engage with their law enforcement representatives. These meetings are 

opportunities to engage citizens and can be used strategically to begin to shift public perception. 
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The Commission also recommends that the City take advantage of the willingness 

expressed by Congresswoman Marcia Fudge, representing the 11
th

 District of Ohio, which 

includes part of the City, to hold a Safety Summit.  This Safety Summit should occur within six 

to twelve months after the date of this Report, and should be the kick-off event for the public 

awareness, relations, and awareness campaign.  The purpose of this Safety Summit would be to 

increase the connection felt by citizens with law enforcement and provide education on creating 

community safety.  The CPD must be involved in this Safety Summit. 

24. Partner with grassroots organizations to communicate with and educate the 

community. 

Grassroots organizations in the community have expressed interest in receiving training 

so they can assist the CPD in searches for missing persons. Grassroots organizations have the 

ability to mobilize volunteers that have a pulse on the community to assist in searches for 

missing persons. It would be especially beneficial to involve youth in this process of searching 

for missing persons, as they may have a better understanding of and access to technology that 

would help in the search. There are multiple other ways CPD can take advantage of grassroots 

and community groups in both missing persons and sex crimes investigations. 

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the CPD actively seek the involvement of volunteer 

grassroots organizations in the police community relations monthly district meetings and other 

community events.  The involvement of grassroots organizations in these meetings will improve 

the relationship between the CPD and the community and may facilitate strategic engagement of 

those grassroots organizations in investigations.  The CPD should seek input from the grassroots 

organizations as to the subject matter of community events and request that grassroots 

organizations present on topics of interest to the community.  The CPD’s effort to engage 

grassroots organizations will be evaluated as part of the survey of community perception of the 

CPD recommended in recommendation 19. 

The City’s Community Relations Board should identify grassroots organizations in each 

district and expressly reach out to these grassroots organizations.  CPD can also partner with 

CDCs as stated above on community relations and specific initiatives, and can work with 

organizations such as the Cleveland Rape Crisis Center and the Cuyahoga County 

Witness/Victim Service Center to communicate important information and messaging to 

survivors of sexual assault and the community. 

As a part of this relationship, the Commission also recommends that a formal process for 

involving grassroots organizations in the search for missing persons be written into the CPD 

Missing Persons GPO.  These groups would need to participate in a formal selection and training 

process and would be chosen by the Chief of Police to work in coordination with the newly 

created Missing Persons Unit.  The aforementioned CERT would also be utilized in the search 

for missing persons. 
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25. Improve partnerships with the media to enlist their assistance in missing persons 

and sex crimes cases. 

The Commission acknowledges that law enforcement does not have the power to control 

what the media decides to report or not report. However, the Commission believes that an 

improved partnership between the media and the CPD will result in information about missing 

persons being published more frequently and information about sex crimes being reported with 

more sensitivity and accuracy. Close partnership between the media and the CPD could also lead 

to more positive reporting on issues involving the CPD. 

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the CPD build and improve partnerships with local 

media.  A recommended first step is to invite media representatives to provide input about how 

they believe CPD and they can better work together.  An open and honest dialogue should occur 

so there is an understanding of what the media can and will do to work with CPD and vice versa. 

The Commission further recommends that CPD send the list of missing persons it 

publishes weekly to local media outlets, and that local media publish the list on their website and 

in print publications, as space is available. 

26. Implement recommendations from the study of the Sowell case conducted by the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Behavior Task Unit. 

It is the Commission’s understanding that the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Behavior 

Task Unit is in the process of completing a study of the circumstances surrounding the Sowell 

case. 

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that the CPD implement the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation’s Behavior Task Unit’s recommendations that result from this study.  

VIII. Recommendations: External Agencies 

The Commission’s primary focus is on the policies and practices of the CPD. However, 

in gathering information for this Report, the Commission realizes that many external and partner 

systems connect and interface with the CPD with respect to the investigation of missing persons 

and sex crimes.  Based on its research of local practices and the Comparison Police Departments, 

the Commission has developed the following recommendations for external and partner systems 

that connect and interface with the CPD. 

Ohio Attorney General’s Office 

 

The Commission has observed the positive and significant influence that the OAG 

Missing Persons Best Practices Protocol has had on the quality of the Ohio Comparison Police 

Departments’ written policies related to the investigation of missing persons cases.  As a result, 

the Commission recognizes the Ohio Attorney General’s opportunity to improve the quality of 
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missing persons investigations statewide by revising and updating its OAG Missing Persons Best 

Practices Protocol.  Additionally, the Commission recognizes the Ohio Attorney General’s 

opportunity to significantly increase the existence of written policies related to the investigation 

of sex crimes cases, and ensure the high quality of those written policies, by developing a best 

practices protocol on the investigation of sex crimes.  There is currently no set of best practices 

for investigating sex crimes in the state of Ohio. 

In developing and revising these best practices protocols, the Ohio Attorney General 

should utilize the Commission’s recommendations to the CPD, which incorporate the best 

practices from around the country.  The Ohio Attorney General should also consider other 

resources, such as the IACP model policies.   

The Ohio Attorney General’s Office also has the opportunity to have a significant, 

positive influence on the quality of missing persons and sex crimes investigations statewide 

through the Ohio Peace Officer Training Academy that it runs.  The Ohio Attorney General’s 

Office should mandate and fund additional hours training related to missing persons and sex 

crimes for law enforcement during the Ohio Peace Officer Training Academy.  The trainings 

should focus on the patrol officer’s initial response to reports of missing persons and sex crimes 

and follow-up investigation techniques.  This training should be mandated by and funded 

through the Ohio Attorney General’s Office, possibly with funds received through the casino 

initiative. 

The Ohio Attorney General’s Office is also responsible for the State Bureau of Criminal 

Identification and Investigation (―BCII‖).  It is the Commission’s understanding that the CPD 

sends most of its forensic evidence to the State Bureau of Criminal Identification and 

Investigation for processing and that significant time is required to process forensic evidence 

because of the volume of forensic evidence submitted to BCII.  The Ohio Attorney General 

should allocate sufficient resources, including staff, funding, and equipment, to BCII so that 

forensic evidence kits related to sex crimes investigations can be processed in a timely manner.   

Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department 

The Commission had the opportunity to interact with the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s 

Department during its information gathering process, and discovered that the Cuyahoga County 

Sheriff’s Department has significant knowledge about, and resources devoted to, sex crimes 

investigation.   

Based on this significant knowledge, the Commission recommends that the Cuyahoga 

County Sheriff’s Department take a greater role in educating the community about sex offenders, 

including the fact that many sex offenders remain at large because of low reporting rates of sex 

crimes.  In order to fund these sexual assault prevention and education efforts, the Cuyahoga 

County Sheriff’s Department should evaluate the practice of charging sex offenders a fee for 

registration.   

The Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department is currently responsible for sex offender 

management, including the registration of sex offenders.  Additionally, the Cuyahoga County 

Sheriff’s Department should determine a method of interfacing more closely with the CPD in 
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order to ensure that the CPD and the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department each have the most 

up-to-date information regarding sex offenders.    

The Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department is currently responsible for providing 

notification to community members that a sex offender lives within 1,000 feet of their residence.  

The Commission suggests that the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department provide notice to all 

residents within a one mile radius of the sex offender’s residence (which is an increase from the 

1,000 feet radius notification range that is currently in place).    

The Commission also notes that the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department and Kent 

State University are currently involved in a study on record management systems in the County.  

The Commission acknowledges the significant efforts that the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s 

Department is making to improve information-sharing in the County and encourages the 

Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department to consider implementation of the recommendations that 

result from this study.   

Cuyahoga County 

Currently, forensic evidence processing can take significant time because of the amount 

of evidence submitted to the State Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation.  The 

Commission recommends the following interim and permanent steps be taken by various County 

entities in order to alleviate this delay and improve the investigation of crimes involving forensic 

evidence.  

First, the Cuyahoga County Coroner’s Office should expand its existing Forensic DNA 

Department in order to increase the County’s ability to expediently process forensic evidence 

related to missing persons and sex crimes investigations.  At the same time, the County should 

create a stand-alone, permanent County crime lab to process all forensic evidence needed by law 

enforcement in the County.  After the County crime lab is fully operational, the resources 

utilized by the Forensic DNA Department should be directed to the County crime lab, and the 

Forensic DNA Department should be eliminated, or its functions significantly reduced.   

Additionally, the County should establish a 24/7 Sexual Assault Nurse Examiner 

(―SANE‖) unit at MetroHealth Medical Center, Cleveland’s only publicly funded hospital 

system.  Many individuals who experience a sex crime go to MetroHealth Medical Center for 

care because of its location in the urban center of Cleveland.   

Finally, the Cuyahoga County Chiefs of Police Association should review and consider 

implementing the Commission’s recommendations within each member’s jurisdiction.  This will 

streamline the process for investigating missing persons and sex crimes cases throughout the 

County.   

IX. Implementation 

There are substantial and significant recommendations that have been presented by the 

Commission to the Mayor and the community.  It is essential that as the recommendations are 

implemented, the City continue to increase public confidence, awareness and transparency 

through a body similar to the Commission. 
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The Commission recommends that an Oversight Committee of volunteers be appointed 

by Mayor Jackson to monitor the CPD’s implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.  

The Oversight Committee would be required to report to the Mayor and the community on a 

quarterly basis on the progress of implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.  The 

Oversight Committee should include the following areas of expertise:  (i) an advocate with 

special training, education and experience with victims of sex crimes or missing persons; (ii)  

technology and system integration; (iii) law enforcement; and (iv) community relations. 

The Oversight Committee should also work with the external agencies to facilitate 

implementation of the Commission’s recommendations.  
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